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ance Act of 1940, as amended; to the Com-
mittee on World War Veterans' Legislation,

H.R.5773. A bill to amend certain pro-
visions of the National Service Life Insur-
ance Act of 1940, as amended; to the Com-
mittee on World War Veterans' Legislation.

By Mr. BARTLETT:

H.R.5774. A bill to authorize the Legis-
lature of Alaska to enact divorce laws; to
the Committee on the Territories.

By Mr. JENKINS:

H.R.5775. A bill to provide for central
responsibility for the production and distri-
bution of the Nation's food by establishing
a War Food Adminlstration in the Depart-
ment of Agriculture, and for other purposes;
to the Committee on Agriculture.

By Mr. COFFEE:

H.R. 5776, A bill to provide discharge pa=-
pers for men who were called for induction
into the Army during World War I, but who
were not sworn in due to the end of the war;
to the Committee on Military Affairs.

H.R.5777. A bill to amend the National
Service Life Insurance Act of 1940, as
amended; to the Committee on World War
Veterans' Legislation.

By Mr. DOMENGEAUX:

H.R.5778. A bill to provide for limitation
of agricultural exportations under Govern=-
ment control; to the Committee on Ways
and Means,

MEMORIALS

Under clause 3 of rule XXII, memo-
rials were presented and referred as fol-
lows: :

By the SPEAKER: Memorial of the Legis-
lature of the State of Michigan, memorial-
izing the President and the Congress of the
United States to enact House bill 5172, intro-
duced by Congressman Keuiey of Pennsyl-
vanla, extending to veterans unemployment
allowances under the GI bill of rights, where
stoppage of work exists because of labor dis-
putes; to the Committee on World War Vet-
erans’ Legislation,

Also, memorial of the Legislature of the
State of Michigan, memorializing the Presi-
dent and the Congress of the United States
to use every effort to provide for an equitable
distribution of educational surplus property;
to the Committee on Expenditures in the
Executive Departments,

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, private
bills and resolutions were introduced and
severally referred as follows:

By Mr. DOYLE:

H.R.5779. A bill for the relief of Mrs. Inez
B. Copp and George T. Copp; to the Commit-
tee on Claims,

By Mr. GORDON:

H.R.5780. A bill for the relief of Jan
Pawluk; to the Committee on Immigration
and Naturalization.

PETITIONS, ETC.

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, petitions
and papers were laid on the Clerk’s desk
and referred as follows:

1702. By Mr. GRAHAM: Petitlon of 101
residents of Pennsylvania, offering an amend-
ment to the railroad pension plan; to the
Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com-
merce,

1703. By the SPEAKER: Petition of the
Ex-Servicemen's Association of the Univer-
sity of Texas, petitioning consideration of
their resolution with reference to the dis-
posal of surplus war property and the mak-
ing avallable of low-cost homes and housing
materials to ex-servicemen; to the Commit-
tee on Banking and Currency.
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1704. Also, petition of the county com-
missioners of Essex County, Mass., petition-
ing consideration of their resolution with
reference to their request for legislation to
s0 amend the Federal aid to dependent chil-
dren law as to permit the matching with
Federal funds of all amounts expended by
States, or their political subdivisions, on ac-
count of aid to dependent children; to the
Comimittee on Ways and Means,

1705. Also, petition of the Texas Wildlife
Federation, petitioning consideration of their
resolution with reference to the work of the
Fish and Wildlife Service, United States De-
partment of the Interior; to the Commit-
tee on Appropriations.

SENATE

Fripay, MarcH 15, 1946

(Legislative day of Tuesday, March
5, 1946)

The Senate met at 12 o’clock meridian,
on the expiration of the recess.

Rev. Ralph C. John, S. T. M., assistant
minister, Foundry Methodist Church,
Washington, D. C., offered the following
prayer:

Eternal God, our Heavenly Father,
Thou before whom a thousand years
are but as yesterday when it is past,
midst the high challenges and the abys-
mal threats which are consequent to
every great moment of history, we turn
unto Thee in whom is our strength and
our salvation. Visit our minds with Thy
wisdom, our wills with Thy unfailing
goodness, and make us to see such a
vision of Thy abiding purposes that in
its radiance our way may be lighted and
our aspirations made pure.

Apart from Thee and Thy providence,
O God, there is no humanitarianism
through which the needs of Thy chil-
dren may be met; neither is there an
idealism in which a saving sense of des-
tiny can be claimed. Yet in fellow-
ship with Thee and by the benefits of
Thy guidance a glorious future of peace
and plenty beckons. Come Thou and
reign in our hearts.

Hear us, we beseech Thee, as humbly
and reverently we pray in the dear
Redeemer’s name. Amen,

THE JOURNAL

On request of Mr, BARKLEY, and by
unanimous consent, the reading of the
Journal of the proceedings of the calen-
dar day Thursday, March 14, 1946, was
dispensed with, and the Journal was
approved.

NOTICE OF HEARING ON NOMINATION OF
CARRICK H. BUCK TO BE FIRST JUDGE
OF THE FIRST CIRCUIT, CIRCUIT
COURTS, TERRITORY OF HAWAIL

Mr, McCARRAN. Mr. President, on
behalf of the Committee on the Judi-
ciary, and in accordance with the rules
of the committee, I desire to give notice
that a public hearing has been scheduled
for Friday, March 22, 1946, at 10:30 a. m.,
in the Senate Judiciary Committee room,
upon the nomination of Carrick H. Buck,
of Hawaii, to be first judge of the first
circuit, cireuit courts, Territory of Ha-
wail. Judge Buck is now serving in this
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post under an appointment which ex-
pires March 24, 1946. At the indicated
time and place, all persons interested in
the nomination may make such repre-
sentations as may be pertinent. The
subcommittee consists of the Senator
from Nevada [Mr,. McCarraN], chairman,
the Senator from Mississippi [Mr. EasT-
1AND], and the Senator from Oklahoma
[Mr. Moorel.

LEAVE OF ABSENCE

Mr. SHIPSTEAD., Mr. President,Ifind
it necessary to be absent from the Senate
possibly the most of the next week, be-
ginning today, and I ask unanimous con-
sent that I may have permission to be
absent for that time.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With-
out objection, leave is granted.

MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT—
AFPROVAL OF BILLS

A message in writing from the Presi-
dent of the United States was communi-
cated to the Senate by Mr. Miller, one of
his secretaries, and he announced that
on March 14, 1946, that the President
had approved and signed the following
acts:

8.176. An act for the relief of the city of
Memphis, Tenn., and Memphis Park Com-
mission;

8. 1532. An act to authorize the appoint-
ment of certain persons as permanent briga-
dier generals of the line of the Regular
Army; and

S. 1535, An act to authorize the Secretary
of War to convey cerfain lands situated
within the Fort Douglas Military Reserva-
tion to the Shriners’ Hospitals for Crippled
Children. '

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE

A message from the House of Repre-
sentatives, by Mr. Maurer, one of its
reading clerks, announced that the
House had pasSed the bill (8. 1821) to
amend section 502 of the act entitled
“An act to expedite the provision of
housing in connection with national de-
fense, and for other purposes,” approved
October 14, 1940, as amended, so as to
authorize the appropriation of funds
necessary to provide additional tem-
porary housing units for distressed fam-
ilies of servicemen and for veterans and
their families, with an amendment in
which it requested the concurrence of
the Senate. 3

The message notified the Senate that
Mr, GamBLE had been appointed a man-
ager on the part of the House at the
conference on the disagreeing votes of
the two Houses on the amendments of
the Senate to the joint resolution (H. J.
Res. 301) to amend Public Law 30 of
the Seventy-ninth Congress, and for
other purposes, vice Mr, CRAWFORD,

ENROLLED BILL SIGNED

The message also announced that the
Speaker had affixed his signature to the
enrolled hill (H. R. 5529) to authorize the
President to appoint Lt. Gen. Walter B.
Smith as Ambassador to the Union of
Soviet Socialist Republics, without af-
fecting his military status and per-
quisites, and it was signed by the Presi-
dent pro tempore.

AUTHENTICATED
U.S. GOVERNMENT
INFORMATION

GPO
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EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, ETC.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid be-
fore the Senate the following letters,
which were referred as indicated:

SaLE oF LIQUOR To INDIANS OUTSIDE INDIAN
RESERVATIONS

A letter from the Acting Secretary of the
Interior, transmitting a draft of proposed
legislation to permit the sale of liquor to
Indians outside Indian reservations (with
an accompanying paper); to the Committee
on Indian Affairs.

PERSONNEL REQUIREMENTS

A letter from the Chairman of the Presi-
dent's Committee on Fair Employment Prac-
tice, transmitting, pursuant to law, an esti-
mate of personnel requirements for that
Committee for the quarter ending June 30,
1948 (with an accompanying paper); to the
Committee on Civil Bervice.

PETITIONS

Petitions, etec., were laid before the
Senate, or presented, and referred as
indicated:

By the PRESIDENT pro tempore:

A resclution adopted by the Geological So-
ciety of Washington, D. C.,, comprising pro-
fessional geologists in the Washington area,
relating to atomic energy; to the Special
Committee on Atomic Energy.

By Mr. VANDENBERG:

A concurrent resolution of the Legislature
of the State of Michigan; to the Committee
on Finance:

“House Concurrent Resolution 10

“Concurrent resolution memorializing the
Congress of the United States to enact H. R,
5172, introduced by Congressman KELLEY,
extending to veterans unemployment al-
lowances under the GI bill of rights, where
stoppage of work exists because of labor
disputes

“Whereas some 300,000 veterans of World
‘War II from the State of Michigan have been
discharged from the militery forces of the
United States of America; and

“Whereas thousands of these veterans se-
cured employment in the industrial plants of
our State upon discharge from the military
forces; and

“Whereas many of these veterans were em-
ployed for only a short time before work
stoppage due to labor disputes, and the Mich-
igan courts have heid that the benefits pro-
vided under the Michigan unemployment-
compensation law do not apply to veterans
where sald unemployment arises from labor
disputes; and

“Whereas untold hardships are being suf-
fered by the men and women of Michigan who
served their country so nobly during the late
war, and a critical condition now exists
among the unemployed vetérans due. to the
present State and Federal laws where said
unemployment arises from labor disputes;
and

“Whereas there is now pending before the
Congress of the United States H, R. 5172, in-
troduced by Congressman KrLLEY, extending
to veterans unemployment allowapces under
the GI bill of rights where stoppage of work
exists because of labor disputes: Now, there-
fore, be it

“Resolved by the house of representatives
(the senate concurring), That the Michigan
Legislature urgently requests the Congress of
the United States to enact H. R. 5172, intro-
duged by Congressman A. B. KELLEy, extend-
ing to veterans unemployment allowances
under the GI bill of rights, where stoppage of
work exists because of labor disputes; and
be it further

“Resolved, That suitable copies of this res-
olution be transmitted to the President of the
United States, to the President of the Senate,
and Speaker of the House of Representatives
of Congress, to Congressman Keirey, and to
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the Michigan Members of the Senate and

House of Representatives of Congress.
“Adopted by the house February 12, 1946,
“Adopted by the senate February 20, 1846.”

A concurrent resolution of the Legislature
of the State of Mich!gan; to the Committee
on Military Affairs:

“House Concurrent Resolution 13

“Concurrent resolution memorializing the
members of the Michigan delegation in
Congress to use every effort to provide for
an equitable distribution of educational
surplus property
“Whereas the Federal Government has

adopted the following policy In régard to the

disposal of educational surplus property:

‘Section 13 (a) of the Surplus Property Act

of 1944 provides generally, to the extent fea-

slble, for transfer of surplus property on the
basis of need to nonprofit institutions and
instrumentalities so that they may have the
opportunity to fulfill in the public interest
their legitimate needs, and that surplus
property that is appropriate for school, class-
room, or other educational use, and surplus
medical supplies, equipment, and property
suitable for use in the protection of public
health, including research, may be disposed
of at a value which takes into account any
benefit which has accrued or may accrue to
the United States from the use of such prop-
erty’; and

“Whereas the Federal Government has cre-
ated an educational surplus property agency
within the United States Office of Education
and ‘to channel surplus goods on the basis

of need to nonprofit school systems, li-

braries, universities, research institutions,

hospitals, medical or sanltational institu-
tions’; and

“Whereas the agencies to be benefited by
this program are experiencing difficulty in

securing this property because of the lim-

ited period between the time of notification

and the final date of sale; and
“Whereas the cost is still excessive for edu-
cational and health agencies even though

40 percent reduction is allowed; and
“Whereas lot sizes make it impossible for

these agencies to avall themselves of the

surplus property even when pooling their
purchasing power extensively: Now, there-
fore, be it

“Resolved, by the house of representatives

(the senate concurring), That the Michigan

Legislature memorializes the Members of the

Michigan delegation in Congress to use their

good offices In an effort to (a) secure a

longer period of time for notification of offers

to sell, (b) provide for a near donation cost
to the schools and edueational and health
agencies, generally being only freight and
hauling charges, and (c) that materials be
made available in lot sizes which may be
used by educational and health agencies, in
the belief that such a program was intended
by Congress in passing section 13 of the Sur-
plus Property Act of 1944, and be it further

“Resolved, That sultable copies of this
resolution be transmitted to the President of
the United States, to the President of the

Senate, and Speaker of the House of Rep-

resentatives of Congress, and to the Members

of the Michigan delegation In Congress.
“Adopted by the house February 13, 1546,
“Adopted by the senate February 20, 1846.”

CONFERENCE OF GOVERNMENTS ON DIS-
ARMAMENT—LETTER FROM MRS. OMAR
JOYCE, MINNEAPOLIS, KANS,

Mr. CAPPER, Mr. President, I have
received a fine letter from Mrs. Omar
Joyce, of Minneapolis, Kans., urging me
to support the resolution submitted by
the Senator from Maryland [Mr. Typ-
mes], which requests the President to
call a conference of the Governments of
all the Nations, whose business would
be to try to achieve world-wide disarma-
ment not later than January 1, 1950.

MARCH 15

I think the resolution submitted by the
Senator from Maryland should have the
serious consideration of the Senate. 1
ask unanimous consent to present the
letter for appropriate reference and
printing in the REcorp.

There being no objection, the letter
was received, referred to the Committee
on Foreign Relations, and ordered to be
printed in the REcorp, as follows:

MiINNEAPOLYS, EANS,, March 4, 1946.
Hon. ARTHUR CAPPER,
Washington, D. C.

Dear Mr. CaPPER: We want to thank ycu
for your support of the Martin resolution
to abolish peacetime conscription on a
world-wide scale. We appreciate that so
much.

And also we want to ask you to use your
support in favor of Senate Resolution 219,
introduced by Senator MIiLrarp TYDINGS, on
January 28, that authorized and requests the
President to call a conference of the govern-
ments of all the nations whose sole business
would be to try to achieve world-wide dis-
armament by January 1, 1950.

If this bill is not given support the mili-
tary and the administration will likely as-
sume that we are not interested in world
disarmament. Well, people really are, for
when you ask them &bout it they say we
must disarm or destroy civilization. But
most folks are so busy that they seidom take
time to write letters to Congress about any-
thing and there really are so many things
to write about these days that it would keep
any of us busy if we wrote about them all.

We need a secretary of peace In our Gov-
ernment too, and I am greatly interested in
the movement to achieve a world govern-
ment of some kind. The time is ripe for
that. As someone has said, “It iIs now one
world, or no world.”

And I think we do not need to have trouble
with Russia. 1 think they are trying to
create an emergency at this time to try to
Pput over peacetime conscription on us. The
editors of the Topeka Daily Capital are giv-
ing us some good editorials against con-
scription these days and we appreciate it.

World disarmament by 1850!

Sincerely and respectfully,
Mrs. Omar JoYCE.

LEADERSHIP IN WINNING THE PEACE—
RESOLUTION OF COMMON COUNCIL OF
CUDAHY, WIS.

Mr. WILEY. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to present for proper
reference and printing in the Recorp, a
resolution adopted by the Common
Council of the City of Cudahy, Wis., on
March 5, 1946, petitioning the Congress
to take immediate and firm leadership
in winning the peace at home and
abroad.

There being no objection, the resolu-
tion was received, referred to the Com-
mittee on Foreign Relations, and ordered
to be printed in the REcorbp, as follows:

Resolution 701

Whereas many living people in the city of
Cudahy have witnessed three generations of
American manhood and womanhood answer
the call of their Government to defend our-
selves, and all free people of the world,
agalnst aggressor nations, and over 11 per-

¢ent of our local population served in World
War II; and

Whereas our victories in war, at unmeasur-
able cost of human life, were motivated and
accomplished by our strong belief in the

_ rights of free people to be permitted to live

in peace with one another; and
Whereas there are some elements in the
country who, through their ruthless under-
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takings, are stimulating the pulse of another
war; and .

Whereas humanity is now face to face with
a choice between life and death—between
total atomic extinction and total peace; and

Whereas no greater monument could be
created by those living, In memory of those
who served and died in the belief that “Peace
on earth, good will toward men" would pre-
vail, than the establishment and adherence
to a doctrine of world peace; and

‘Whereas those who served and died for the
cause of peace shall not have done so in vain
and that while the world may not have had
a common past, It does have a common fu-
ture—peace: Be it

Resolved, That the Common Council of the
City of Cudahy, in behalf of all its citizens,
hereby petitions the Congress of the United
States to take Immediate and firm leadership
in winning the peace at home and abroad
in the same firm and complete manner as we
did in winning the war; and be it further

Resolved, That copies of this resolution be
forwarded our representatives in Congress,
the Governor of the State, the county board,
and to all city councils, town and village
boards in Milwaukee County.

GOVERNMENT EXPENDITURES AND A
BALANCED BUDGET—RESOLUTION OF
TAXPAYERS' ASSOCIATIONS OF NORTH-
WEST WISCONSIN

Mr. WILEY. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to present for appro-
priate reference and to have printed in
the Recorp a short resolution of the
representatives of the local taxpayers’
associations in 11 counties of the north-
west section of the State of Wisconsin.
This conference was held in La Crosse
on March 6. It indicates how concerned
the people are in relation to the impor-
tant subject of the Federal Government
doing everything within its power to
bring about a balanced budget.

The strike situation which we have
been facing of late does not make for
economic or moral solvency of this great
Nation. -

There being no objection, the resolu-
tion was received, referred to the Com-
mittee on Finance, and ordered to be
printed in the REcorp, as follows:

Whereas the proposed budget for the Fed-
eral Government for the fiscal year ending
June 30, 1947, totals more than $35,000,000,-
000; and

Whereas this total is nearly §4,000,000,000
in excess of anticipated revenues for the fiscal
year; and

Whereas this budget presents the first
opportunity in 16 years for balancing reve-
nues and expenditures; and

Whereas the taxpayers of the Nation can-
not afford to have the Government spend
more money than it takes in and are not in
a position to continue paying for war
agencies which should be discontinued or to
support war agencies of no use to civil func-
tions, while expenses for civil functions
would be increased; and

Whereas this is not the time for launching
the most gigantic Government public works
program in history, in competition with
urgent private projects, or for maintaining
expenses for general government at a level
100 percent higher than that of 1939: Now,
therefore, be it

Resolved, That Congress be urged to scruti-
nize all spending proposals to which the
Government is not already committed and to
cut proposed expenditures by an amount at
lease sufficlent to permit balancing the
budget; be it also -
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Resoived, That copies of this resolution be
sent to Wisconsin Congressmen.

A. G. Benjamin, Nelson, Wis.; T. E.
Lewis, Mauston, Wis.; C. A. Jones,
Mauston, Wis; A, E. Wackney,
Tomah, Wis.; John G. Beck, Ben-
ton, Wis.; George L. Cook, Linden,
Wis.; John Honel, Tomah, Wis.;
Robert J. Edge, Platteville, Wis.;
Silas F. Wallen, Taylor, Wis.; E. J.
Norman, Richland Center, Wis.;
Earl Prane, Arkansaw, Wis.; C. B.
Allerby, Whitehall, Wis.; John A,
Thompson, Hixton, Wis.; A. O.
Torson, Independence, Wis.; C. L.
Behnken, Mauston, Wis.; W. J.
Hood, La Crosse, Wis.

REPORT OF A COMMITTEE

The following report of a committee
was submitted:

By Mr. McKELLAR, from the Committee
on Appropriations:

H. R.5671. A bill making appropriations to
supply urgent deficiencies in certain appro-
priations for the fiscal year ending June 30,
1946, and for other purposes with amend-
ments (Rept. No. 1066).

ABSENTEE VOTING BY MEMBERS OF THE
ARMED FORCES—REPORT OF COM-
MITTEE ON PRIVILEGES AND ELECTIONS

Mr. GREEN. Mr. President, from the
Committee on Privileges and Elections, I
ask unanimous consent to report favor-
ably the bill (S. 1876) to facilitate voting
by members of the armed forces and cer-
tain others absent from the place of their
residence, and to amend Public Law 712,
Seventy-seventh Congress, as amended,
and I submit a report (No. 1065) thereon.
I am glad to state that the bill is re-
ported unanimously, with certain amend-
ments.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With-
out objection, the report will be received,
and the bill will be placed on the
calendar.

EILLS INTRODUCED

Bills were introduced, read the first
time, and, by unanimous consent, the
second time, and referred as follows:

By Mr. VANDENBERG:

8.1950. A bill to repeal the law permitting
vessels of Canadian registry to transport iron
ore between United States ports on the Great
Lakes; to the Committee on Commerce,

By Mr. WHEELER:

8. 1951. A bill authoriging the Secretary of
the Interior to convey certain lands in the
State of Montana to Norman Nedrud; and

5. 1952, A bill authorizing the issuance of a
patent in fee to Sampson Birdinground; to
the Committee on Indian Affairs,

By Mr. EASTLAND (for himself and
Mr, WHERRY) :

5. 1953, A bill to amend the Espionage Act
of June 15, 1917, as amended; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. MITCHELL:

S5.1954. A bill to authorize the construc-
tlon of an electrochemical laboratory in the
Pacific Northwest; to the Committee on
Mines and Mining,

By Mr. BILBO:

§.1955. A bill to authorize the Commis-
sioners of the District of Columbia to provide
necessary utilities for veterans’ housing
furnished and erected by the National Hous-
ing Administrator; to the Commitéee on the
District of Columbia,

MODIFICATION IN THE AUTHORIZATION
FOR CERTAIN SUBSIDIES—CONFERENCE
REPORT
Mr. BARKLEY. Mr, President, I pre-

sent a conference report on House Joint
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Resolution 301 and ask for its present
consideration.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore.
report will be read.

The Chief Clerk read the report, as
follows:

The

The committee of conference on the dis-
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the
amendments of the Senate to the joint reso-
lution (H. J. Res. 301) to amend Public Law
30 of the Seventy-ninth Congress, and for
other purposes, having met, after full and
free conference, have agreed to recommend
and do recommend to their respective Houses,
as follows:

That the House recede from its disagree-
ment to the amendments of the Senate num-
bered 1 and 2; and agree to the same.

ALBEN W. BARKLEY,

SHERIDAN DOWNEY,

APE MURDOCK,

ROBERT A. TarT,
Managers on the Part of the Senate,

BRENT

e
PauL BrOowN,
WRIGHT PATMAN,
Jessg P. WoLcorT,
Rarer A, GAMBELE,
Managers on the Part of the House.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is
there objection to the present considera-
tion of the conference report?

There being no objection, the Senate
proceeded to consider the report.

Mr. BARKLEY, Mr. President, the
conference report is on the House joint
resolution which we had before the Sen-
ate a week or 10 days ago to which the
Senate added an additional allocation to
the previous authorizations for meat sub-
sidies of $125,000,000, and for flour of
$25,000,000, and so on. The House
tagtlc'f:ed to the Senate amendments in

oto.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
question is on agreeing to the conference
report.

The report was agreed to.
IMPORTANCE OF CONTINUOUS SESSIONS

OF THE SECURITY COUNCIL

Mr. VANDENBERG. Mr. President,
supplementing my previous discussion of
the United Nations I want to add one
brief postscript as a result of current
events.

I think it is unfortunate that the Se-
curity Council of the United Nations is
not in comtinuous session during such
times as these. That is my conception of
its function under the Charter which re-
quires in arficle 28 that it “shall be so
organized as to be able to funetion con-
tinuously.” It is true that this language
does not liferally require continuity of
meetings at all times—particularly since
the same article in the Charter says that
these -meetings shall be “periodic”. But
in the larger sense of the word, and in the
full meaning of article 24 which charges

- the Security Council with responsibility

for “prompt and effective action,” I think
the Security Council most certainly
should be sitting every day of every week
when the world is as restless as if is at
the present moment.

I hasten to say I am not speaking criti-
cally. I am not complaining. I am not
attempting to inject any viewpoint into
the current problems of our own State
Department. The Security Couneil is not
yvet 2 months old. It could scarcely have
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been expected to settle into a regular
schedule so soon. I am simply posing an
academic observation, on the basis of
current events, for future consideration.

1 feel very deeply that the Security
Council’s greatest advantage and its
greatest potential for peace is in constant
continuity of contacts—day by day, and
even hour by hour—when trouble is
afoot. Ithink itisinfinitely less probable
that little frictions will grow into big
ones if the members of the Security
Council, particularly including the five
great powers, are facing each other eye
to eye each morning. Thus the Security
Council would consider the world's
problems as a matter of routine and it
would not emphasize the psychology of
crisis by assembling after the elements
of crisis had crystallized. It would be a
“fire department” instead of a “salvage
squad.”

In the absence of such intimate con-
tacts, we are thrown back into the old
and tedious mode of “writing notes” from
capital to capital during these current
hair-trigger days. There is a better and
a more hopeful way. It is the way en=-
visioned by my conception of the Security
Council of the United Nations as an in-
stitution which is open for business every
day in every year. I dare to hope that
the time will come when the Security
Council operates upon such a schedule.
It will be encouraging to the hopes of men
for peace,

Mr. THOMAS of Utah. Mr. President,
before I begin my remarks on the pend-
ing bill I should like to associate myself
with the views expressed by the Senator
from Michigan [Mr. VaNnDENBERG], The
United Nations Organization is estab-
lished, and, as I understand has, or will
soon have, a permanent Secretariat.
The Security Council is an extremely es-
sential instrumentality of the United
Nations, and I agree with the Senator
from Michigan that it should be con-
stantly in session,

I should like to add to what the Sena-
tor from Michigan has said, that world
government under the United Nations as
a road to peace can be effective only if
the institutions which function under it
remain active and alert and constantly
strive for the goal of peace.

Mr. President, at this time probably
more than at any other time in our his-
tory, when new instrumentalities for
peace are being set in motion we should
reflect on the past and think of the
changes which have occurred. If there
was ever a time when American citizens
should be historically minded and not
hysterically minded this is the time. A
reading of the headlines in the newspa-
pers from day to day discloses a striking
similarity with conditions prevailing in
wartimes. All the hate, all the envy that
once were turned against one nation or
its representatives are turned at another
time against other nations or their rep-
resentatives, The lack of appreciation of
things as they are is so evident that one
should be forgiven for calling attention
to that fact,

Lately, for one reason or another, at-
tack upon attack has been made against
the former Prime Minister of Great Brit-
ain. Constantly there is a running at-
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tack upon one of our greatest allies, Rus-
sia. Mr. President, I suggest that we
study the history of the past hundred
years and review what have been the
aims and aspirations of the great Rus-
sian Nation, or the Nation of the Rus-
sias, as it used to be called, and note that
that nation, like our Nation, has lived
within a cycle of destiny, has lived in
accordance with a plan, which has back
of it as an ultimate end the desire for
existence.

Some of the things which that great
nation is fighting for today are exactly
the same things it fought for in the
fifties of the last century. It was frus-
trated, it was stopped, it did not attain
its objectives. That nation has con-
stantly attempted to achieve other
things by what it called peaceful pene-
tration, by assuming spheres of interest,
by making peaceful conquests, and by
means of treaties.

Then came two mighty wars. Each of
those wars set Russia back in the at-
tainment of what it thought was its
proper aims. These aims are simple
ones, Mr. President. A great inland na-
tion, bordering on no waters, will con-
stantly have one aim, if I have any
knowledge of the philosophy of history.
It wants an all-year-round outlet to
the Atlantic, to the Mediterranean, to
the Indian Ocean, and to the Pacific
Ocean. That is a national striving con-
sistent with that of all other nations. In
these things it has been stopped, because
Russia, whether czarist or Bolshevik,
whether Communist or revolutionary,
has maintained the same foreign policy
and has held to the same aims, and in
addition to that, under each of those
types of government the Russian people
have been kept from attaining their ob-
jective by defeats in various wars, and
by various types of action against them.

Now, Mr. President, for the first time
in over a hundred years a nation stands
victorious with a chance to attain some
of its at least hundred-year-old objec-
tives. Should we not take that into
consideration when we pass judgment?
Should we not understand these things
when we speak on such subjects?
When we speak let us do so in accord-
ance with that background and with
that understanding. If we do, then
I am sure that great difficulties will
not be created, and there will not be
rumors of wars in the newspapers, and
people will not be constantly discussing
such rumors.

RELATIONS WITH RUSSIA

Mr. CAPPER. Mr. President, I re-
ceived a very interesting letter from Rev.
and Mrs, W. S. Baker, well-known citi-
zens of Wichita, Kans,, who call my at-
tention to an editorial printed by the
Wichita Beacon suggesting that Joseph
E. Davies, former Ambassador to Russia,
would be the right man to bring about a
friendly understanding between Russia
and the United States. I think the sug-
gestion is well worth serious considera-
tion.

I ask unanimous consent that the edi-
torial from the Wichita Beacon and the
letter from Rev. and Mrs. W. S. Baker
be printed in the REcorp.
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There being no objection, the letter
and editorial were ordered to be printed
in the REcorp, as follows:

WicsHiTA, KANS., March 9, 1946.
Senator ARTHUR CAPPER,
Washington, D. C.

Dear Sir: I am enclosing an editorial taken
from the Wichita Beacon of March 8, which
contains a very fine suggestion for dealing
with the trouble between Russia'and the
United States. It would be deplorable if se-
rious trouble should arise at this time be-
tween the United States and Russia.

Cannot someone be sent to Russia to bring
about a solution of the difficulties?

I am writing for both Mr. Baker and my-
self. Mr. Baker is a brother of the late H. L.
Baker ot La Crosse, Kans,, who was for many
years chairman of the Republican Commit-
tee of Rush County, Kans.,, and a stanch
Iriend of yours.

I trust I am not bothering you too much.
Thank you.

Very sincerely,
Rev. and Mrs. W. 5. BaxEs.

SHOULD SEND PEACEMAKER TO RUSSIA

The situation in Iran, where the Russians
refuse to withdraw their troops, threatens to
afford the first case for consideration by the
World Security Council of the United Nations
Organization. Again the peace of the world
is facing a serious threat. The Iranians are
seeking peaceful relations with their power-
ful Soviet neighbor. But no progress is being
made toward solutions of this dangerous
matter.

This is not the first time the Russians have
balked and failed to unite wholeheartedly in
the establishment of world peace. As in pre-
vious Instances, there probably is a way to
cure this new trouble and menace to peace
efforts and unity among the United Nations.

Once before, when it seemed that a break
with Russia could not be avoided and the
matter had the appearance of hopelessness, a
sclution was found without difficulty. The
late President Roosevelt sent Harry Hopkins
to Moscow as a pacifier. His efforts were at-
tended by complete success. The Russian
leaders had confidence in Hopkins. They be-
lieved in him and trusted him.

The result of the Hopkins visit was that a
break with the Soviets was avoided. A similar
move by President Truman, at this time,
probably would have just as valuable results
as did the Hopkins visit.

The right person, if sent to Russia by Presi-
dent Truman, might be able to bring the
Russians to an understanding and agreement
with the other world powers. If so it would
clear up a situation that threatens to nullify
everything that has been accomplished by
the United Nations up to this time.

Probably there is in the United SBtates no
one more able to accomplish such a mission
of peace to Russia than our former Ambas-
sador to Moscow, Joseph Davies. He under-
stands the Russians. They have the utmost
confidence in him. He was a most successful
representative of this country in Russia dur-
ing the period of his ambassadorship,

While in Russia Ambassador Davles was

greatly helpful to the Soviets in many ways.
He made friends there and still has friends
there., He assisted the Russians at a time
when they were in dire need of help. There
is no reason to believe that they have for-
gotten this assistance or have become un-
grateful.
* Davies probably could sell the Russians on
the idea that they should remain loyal mem-
bers of the United Nations Organization., If
so, the irritating situation could be cleared
quickly and finally.

If Davies is not the person to clarify the
Russian-Iranian trouble, then certainly there
is someone in the United States who could do
the job, It is important and urgent.
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We have failed to view the Russlan threat
in this light. It is time we were dolng so.
There is great danger in any situation that
might plunge the world into another war,

AWARD OF LEGION OF MERIT TO CAPT.

JOHN S. DELANO, UNITED STATES
COAST GUARD RESERVE

Mr. RADCLIFFE, Mr. President, one
of the most interesting and highly signifi-
cant developments of our war program
was the remarkable manner in which
many organizations and persons trained
to do highly specialized work were able
successfully to place their services at the
disposal of the United States Govern-
ment. Often these became incorporated
bodily into some branch of the armed
forces where their technical knowledge
and efficiency were invaluable factors in
the success of our war effort.

I have in mind one such organization
and its leader in illustration of the point
which I have just made. I have refer-
ence to the American Pilot’s Association
and its very able president, Capt. John
S. Delano. i

The association, in war as in peace, de-
monstrated its high efficiency under its
president, Captain Delano. The splendid
record which he made as a part of our
armed forces is brought out in the letter
to Captain Delano from Rear Adm.
L. T. Chalker, Acting Commandant of the
United States Coast Guard, on Novem-
ber 30, 1945, which reads as follows in
reference to an entirely merited award of
the Legion of Merit:

UntTED STATES COAST GUARD,
‘Washington, D. C., November 30, 1945,
‘To: Capt. John 8. Delano, USCGR, Coast
Guard Headquarters.
Subject: Letter of appreciation,

1. Upon your separation from the service
I wish to express to you on behalf of the
United States Coast Guard my deep appre-
ciation for your loyal and assiduous devotion
to duty.

2. You served as special assistant on pllot
control in which capacity you were directly

- responsible for the successful administration
of the pilot control program of the United
States Coast Guard. The responsibility for
the safe pilotage of ships and convoys in and
out of the ports of the country was dele-
gated to the United States Coast Guard.
This service, after studying the problem,
concluded that the most expeditious manner
in which this assignment could be carried
out was to invite the members of the Ameri-
can Pilots Assoclation to become an integral
part of the Military Establishment for the
duration of the war,

3. You graciously accepted the call of the
United States Coast Guard on behalf of the
American Pilots Association, of which you
were president, and from December 1942 until
December 1945 the pilots, their boats and
equipment wer. at the disposal of our coun-
iry. You were placed in over-all command
of pilotage operations in the ports of the
country. Without your profound knowledge,
outstanding leadership, ability, and tactful-
ness the remarkable record of moving thou-
sands of ships and convoys without delay or
accident could not have been achleved. You
contributed immeasurably to the final vic-
torious consummation of World War II, and
you are accorded the highest praise for the
honor which you have brought to the United
States Coast Guard and to your country.

4, In view of your outstanding record and
achievement it was with great pleasure that
I have forwarded to the Secretary of the Navy
a recommendation that you be awarded the
Legion of Merit.
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5. On your departure I hope that you will
express to each and every pilot my sincere
thanks for the excellent manner in which
all pilots throughout the country executed
their appointed assignments.

L. T. CHALKER,
Aecting Commandant.

THE OUTLOOK FOR FEACE—ADDRESS BY
SENATOR FULBRIGHT

[Mr. FULBRIGHT asked and obtained
leave to have printed in the Recomrp an ad-
dress on the subject The Outlook for Peace,
dellvered by him on March 5, 1946, to the
Canadian Club, Ottawa, Canada, which ap-
pears in the Appendix.]

PROMOTION OF INTERNATIONAL
GOOD WILL

[Mr. FULBRIGHT asked and obtained leave
to have printed in the Recorp an editorial
entitled “Better Currency than Gold” from
the New York Herald Tribune of March 14,
1946, and an editorial entitled “Changing
Cannons to Cultural Currency,” from the
Christian Science Monitor of March 2, 1946,
which appear in the Appendiz.]

FEDERAL WORLD GOVERNMENT—RESO-
LUTION OF OGDEN (UTAH) ROTARY
CLUB
[Mr. MURDOCK asked and obtained leave

to have printed in the REcorp a resolution

favoring the creation of a Federal World Re-
public, adopted by the Ogden (Utah) Rotary

Club, a news article on the subject matter,

and a telegram concerning it, which appear

in the Appendix.]

HON. ROBERT E. HANNEGAN—ARTICLE
BY ' RUFUS JARMAN

[Mr. BARKLEY asked and obtained leave

to have printed in the Recorp an article

entitled “Truman's Political Quarterback,”

written by Rufus Jarman and published In

the Saturday Evening Post of March 2, 1946,
which appears in the Appendix.]

AMENDMENT OF FAIR LABOR STANDARDS
ACT

The Senate resumed consideration of
the bill (8. 1349) to provide for the
amendment of the Fair Labor Standards
Act of 1938, and for other purposes.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
question is on the amendment offered by
the Senator from Louisiana [(Mr. ELLEN-
per] for himself and the Senator from
Minnesota [Mr. BAaLLl.

& The THOMAS of Utah obtained the
oor.

Mr. HILL. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield to me to suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum?

Mr, THOMAS of Utah. I yield.

Mr. HILL. I suggest the absence of a
quorum.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore.
clerk will call the roll.

The Chief Clerk called the roll, and the
following Senators answered to their
names:

The

Alken Downey Huffman
Austin Eastland Johnson, Colo.
Bailey Ellender Johnston, 8. C.
Ball Ferguson Kilgore
Bankhead Fulbright Enowland
Barkley George La Follette
Bilbo Gerry Lucas
Brewster Gossett McCarran
Briggs Green McClellan
Buck Guffey McEellar
Bushfield Gurney McMahon
Byrd Hart Magnuson
Capper Hatch Maybank
Carville Hawkes Millikin
Chavez Hayden Mitchell
Connally Hickenlooper Moore

Cordon Hil Morse
Donnell Hoey Murdock

Murray Russell Tunnell
Myers Saltonstall Tydings
O'Daniel Shipstead Vandenberg
O'Mahoney Smith Walsh
Overton Stanfill Wheeler
Pepper Btewart Wherry
Radcliffe Taft ‘White

Reed Taylor Wiley
Revercomb Thomas, Okla. Willis
Robertson Thomas, Utah

Mr. HILL. I announce that the Sena-
tor from Virginia [Mr. Grass] and the
Senator from New York [Mr, WAGNER]
are absent because of illness.

The Senator from Florida [Mr. An-
DREwWS] is necessarily absent.

The Senator from Arizona [Mr. Mc-
Farpanp] is detained on public business.

The Senator from New York [Mr.
Meap] is absent on official business.

Mr. WHERRY. The Senator from
Tlinois [Mr. Brooks] is recovering from
a recent operation.

The Senator from Iowa [Mr. WiLson]
is absent because of illness.

The Senator from North Dakota [Mr.
Younc] is necessarily absent. He is ab-
sent by leave of the Senate,

The Senator from Nebraska [Mr.
BuTtLER] is absent by leave of the Senate.

The Senator from New Hampshire
[Mr. Bripces], the Senator from Indiana
[Mr. CapeHART], and the Senator from
North Dakota [Mr. LANGER] are neces-
sarily absent.

The Senator from New Hampshire
[Mr. Toeey] is attending the Confer-
ence of the International Bank and
Monetary Fund as an adviser,

The PRESIDENT pro tempore.
Eighty-three Senators having answered
to their names, a quorum is present.

Mr. THOMAS of Utah. Mr. Presi-
dent, yesterday when the Acting Chap-
lain offered his prayer he uttered one
sentence which seemed to fit the occa-
sion and the subject which is before us
for discussion. He said this:

May we so completely give the best we
have and are that those who come after us
will have a decent world in which to live
because of justice and fairness for all.

Mr. President, it is not only with a
degree of pride, which I am sure my col-
leagues who are associated with me will
forgive me for saying I have, but also
with a sense of the emotional that I
point out that in coming before the Sen-
ate in behalf of the pending bill which
proposes to amend the Fair Labor Stand-
ards Act I come full of the spirit which
I had when that act became a law. I
come, furthermore, with an understand-
ing and thankfulness for the good that

.has come to the thousands and thou-

sands of our people by reason of that act.

Mr. President, the pressures, the lob-
bies, the influences brought to bear upon
us, the struggles we had to go through,
the promises which had to be made in
order to bring the Fair Labor Standards
Act into being, remind us of the tense
differences in regard to fundamental
theories that exist in our land. The
interesting thing to note is that that act
itself is not challenged today. Because
of these circumstances, in my few re-
marks I wish to give a slight historical
review of what has taken place since
that act became law. Remember that
every argument which I have heard
made against the amendment proposing
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a 65-cent minimum was made with equal
force and vehemence against the 25-cent
standard which was provided when the
act became law.

For more than a century our Nation
has vibrated from repeated attempts to
improve standards of labor. The move-
ment has been a steady, continuous one,
and has included attempts toward re-
strictions on the employment of women
and minors in certain industries and oc-
cupations, measures for safety from in-
dustrial accidents, workmen's compen-
sation, reductions in the basic hours of
work, and minimum wage regulations.

If Senators who are interested in the
history of this evolutionary movement
will go back and read what the opposi-
tion to every one of those changes in our
social and economic life was, they will
be surprised beyond words to find that
the opposition always ended with a sen-
tence somewhat to this effect: “The aim
of this legislation is proper; no one can
talk against bettering conditions; but
the legislation is absolutely impractica-
ble. It will destroy business. It will
cause business to go out of existence and
bring about conditions which will be de-
structive to the welfare of our people.”
That argument was made every time,
without exception.

I am proud to say that in my own
State of Utah there was enacted the
first limitation on hours of labor in
mines. A case invplving that act reached
the Supreme Court of the United States.
I remember that as a youngster I heard
the arguments in regard to that act. I
recall the case which went to the Su-
preme Court. It hinged upon the ques-
tion of personal liberty. It was argued
that the act deprived men of a consti-
tutional right and privilege. The logic
was thoroughgoing. One reads with in-
terest the arguments of the attormeys
in that case. The case involved a man
who wished to work for 12 or 13 hours.
The State stepped in and said, “You may
not do it. ¥You may work for only 8
hours.” That seems such a patent in-
fringement upon personal liberty that
one is not surprised that the case reached
the Supreme Court. But the Supreme
Court—thank goodness for those men—
realized that other factors were involved,
and handed down its decision in accord-
ance with the other factors.

The question of this type of legislation
depriving individuals of their liberty is
a moot question today, thank goodness,
and a question which is no longer ar-
gued. That is a gain for the constitu-
tional growth and development of our
land. ;

In the particular field of minim
wage legislation there has been a long
and interesting series of events. Sweat-
shop conditions in the last two decades
of the nineteenth century called atten-
tion in dramatic fashion to the need
for legislation protecting workers from
exploitation. Various groups, including
factory inspectors, State and Federal leg-
islative groups, and the Consumer’s
League, pointed warningly toward the
conditions, and in 1892 Congress ordered
an investigation of sweatshops in sev-

.
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eral large cities. The committee re-
ported:

Wages (In sweatshops) average from 25
to 3314 percent less than in the larger shops,
and as to hours there is practically no
1imit, except the endurance of the em-
ployee * * * {ke hours of labor under
this system rarely being less than 12,
generally 13 or 14, and frequently 15 to 18
hours In 24, * * * A large proportion
nearly. if not quite one-half of all clothing
worn by the majority of our people is made
under conditions * * * revolting to hu-
manity and decency.

Those are the words of a congressional
committee. Inrecommending a Federal
law to regulate sweatshops, the commit-
tee pointed out that—

So long as interstate commerce in this re-
gard is left free, the stamping out of the
sweating system in any particular State is
of practically no effect, except to impose
peculiar hardship upon the manufacturers
of that State,.

In 1909 the National Consumers
League, struck by the discrepancy be-
tween the minimum wage that retail
merchants in New York had voluntarily
agreed to pay clerks with 1 year’s ex-
perience—$6 a week—and the minimum
amount needed for a woman to live “in
health and efficiency”—$8 a week—
stated:

Se grave a discrepancy between the need
of the workers and the minimum wage at-
tained in 20 years by the method of or-
ganized persuasion calls for new and more

effective ways of compelling payment of a
living wage.

Between 1912 and 1923 the legisla-
tures of 17 States, including the District
of Columbia and Puerto Rico, enacted
minimum wage laws to provide women
with necessary costs of living, and to pro-
tect their health and welfare. Four of
the acts—those in Utah, Arizona, South
Dakota, and Puerto Rico—were framed
to set the legal minimum in all industries
under them; the others provided for
wage boards to set the minimum, indus-
try by industry.

In 1919, several Pacific Coast States
with high labor standards recognized the
inadequacy of State legislation to pro-
vide any kind of a solution, and recom-
mended Federal regulation of hours of
work and minimum wages of women as
a more logical and practicable way to
solve the pressing problem. However, in
1923, the State laws were held unconsti-
tutional by the Supreme Court in Adkins
against Children’s Hospital, and they be-
came inoperative or enforceable only on
a voluntary basis. Reversing a decision
of 1917 by a divided court, it was held
that the passage of the women's suffrage
amendment to the Constitution made
the setting of wages on the basis of liv-
ings costs without due regard to the
value of the services a violation of the
due-process clause of the fifth amend-
ment, although both Chief Justice Taft
and Justice Holmes pointed out that the
passage of the amendment did -not
change the physical limitations of
women. This position of the Court was
not reversed until 1937, and in the in-
tervening period the chief advance in
wage-and-hour regulation was made in
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the field of Federal control, rather than
by the States.

The Washington minimum wage law
was held constitutional in West Coast
Hotel Co. against Parrish in 1937. The
Court stated that “regulation which is
reasonable in relation to its subject and
is adopted in the interests of the com-
munity is due process.” ,

Two significant events occurred in
1931 in the movement for Federal action.
The Bacon-Davis Act was passed by
Congress, requiring payment of prevail-
ing wages to laborers and mechanics on
Government contracts in excess of
$5,000, and the then Governor of New
York, Franklin Delano Roosevelt, insti-
tuted a movement for cooperative action
among the States in the field of wages
and hours, to eliminate unfair compe-
tition because of different labor stand-
ards. The National Consumers League,
the next year, issued another warning:

We have realized that wage levels were
sinking, but we had not realized how rapidly
wages were being cut—slashed in industry
after industry beyond a subsistence level in
many cases. We have realized that enforce-
ment of the hours laws was not as good as
it had been * * * but we had not real-
ized that industrial standards, built up little
by little after years of struggle, are col-
lapsing like card houses under the grim de-
termination of the unemployed to get work
at any price.

The National Industrial Recovery Act,
passed by Congress in 1933, established
codes of fair competition, and set up
under the codes definite minimum wage
standards which covered perhaps 20,-
000,000 workers in nearly 600 industries,
although the chief coverage was chiefly
of plant workers, not office workers. The
minimum wage rates varied for different
industries, and were as high as 70 cents
an hour in construction trades. The
NRA, as everyone knows, was held un-
constitutional in the famous Schechter
decision, on the theory that the delega-
tion of such power by the Congress to the
President was in itself unauthorized by
the Constitution, and also that the regu-
lation of wages in the particular industry
involved—the slaughtering of poultry—
was beyond congressional control, since it
was primarily intrastate in nature.

“Following that decision, wage cutting
and a general lowering of wages and
lengthening of hours resulted in renewed
demands to establish fair labor stand-
ards. The Chief Economist of the Bu-
reau of Labor Statistics, after studying
wages in six industries, concluded that:

The most important relationship that hekd
in each of the six industrles studied is the
competitive advantage that accrued to those
who cut wages more than the average or ad-
vanced them less than the average. In each
of these industries the employer who cut
wages gained, as he had hoped, relative to the
man who did not.

The Walsh-Healey Public Contracts
Act, passed in 1936, regulated hours of
work and required payment of prevail-
ing wages for workers employed on gov-
ernment contracts in excess of $10,000;
but aside from abortive attempts at
State action, little progress had been
made. By 1939 there were still 22 States
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without any minimum wage legislation,
and most of the laws passed applied only
to women and minors. In two States,
Oklahoma and Connecticut, the acts ap-
plied to men, as well. Under the laws
providing for action by wage boards, in-
dustry by industry, the occupations and
industries for which boards had not been
appointed remained free from any mini-
mum-wage requirements, and the stan-
dards set in the local laws varied widely
from one State to another. The inade-
quacy of State action was apparent to all
students of the problem. The general
secretary of the National Consumers
League, which had been advocating State
labor laws for 50 years, stated that State
legislation was not sufficient. He said:

Only an authority with power to reach be-
yond State lines can deal with this situation.
Indu.stry and commerce are conducted with-
out reference to State boundaries. Every
map showing production areas carves States
into pleces and combines sections of ad-
jacent States. There is also competition be-
tween areas for markets for the products of
their industries. Substandard labor condi-
tions prevailing to any great extent in one
area tend to drag down standards in other
sections.

Indications from all sides pointed to
the necessity for action on a scale large
enough to cope with the increasingly
acute situation.

On the 24th of May 1937, President
Roosevelt sent a stirring message to the
Congress. “The time has arrived,” he
began, “for us to take further action to
extend the frontiers of social progress.”
In his characteristically direct way, he
proceeded to recommend that the econ-
omy of the Nation be strengthened by
increasing the purchasing power of la-
borers and by providing for maximum
hours of work. He discussed the con-
-stitutional questions involved, and con-
cluded that Congress unquestionably had
the power and the obligation to establish
and direct what should be the minimum-
wage standards for employees engaged
in the production of goods for interstate
commerce. He proposed Federal action
for the good it would achieve in itself
and as a stimulus to further action by
the States, to raise the American stand-
ard of living, and to help alleviate the
conditions responsible for the suffering of
“one-third of our population, the over-
whelming majority of which is in agri-
culture or industry (and) is ill-nour-
ished, ill-clad, and ill-housed.” In re-
sponse to this forthright suggestion, bills
were immediately introduced in both
Houses, by Senator Black and Repre-
sentative Connery, and exhaustive hear-
ings were conducted, establishing beyond
any reasonable doubt the need for leg-
islation along the lines indicated by the
President. Varying versions were adopt-
ed by the two Houses of Ctngress, and a
conference committee of which I am
proud and happy to have been chairman
was appointed to work out an acceptable
solution to the complex problems in-
volved.

The cumulative result of our effort,
Mr. President, became law on June 25,
1938, and is officially known as the Fair
Labor Standards Act of 1938. Undoubt-
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edly, in its theory and purpose, it is one
of the most remarkable and most pro-
gressive pieces of legislation to have been
enacted since the days of Woodrow Wil-
son. The Congress found that—

The existence In industries engaged in
conymerce or in the production of goods for
commerce, of labor conditions detrimental
to the maintenance of the minimum stand-
ard of living necessary for health, efficiency,
and general well-being of workers (1) causes
commerce and the channels and instrumen-
talities of commerce to be used to spread and
perpetuate such labor conditions among the
workers of the several States; (2) burdens
commerce and the free flow of goods in com-
merce; (3) constitutes an unfair method of
competition in commerce; (4) leads to labor
disputes buidening and obstructing com-
merce and the free flow of goods in com-
merce; and (5) interferes with the orderly
and falr marketing of goods in commerce.

It was declared to be the policy of the
act to remedy those evils without sub-
stantially curtailing employment or
earning power. The methods employed
to attain the objectives are now well
known, and perhaps need no review. A
Wage and Hour Division was established
in the Department of Labor to carry out
the provisions of the act. The organ-
jzation of industry committees was di-
rected. Shipment of goods in interstate
commerce, where oppressive child labor
practices existed, was prohibited.

Mr, President, I must digress here for
a moment. We all know of the years of
struggle through which our country has
passed in attempting to abolish child
labor. We know of the failure of the
constitutional amendment which was de-
signed to do away with child labor. It
is because of the Fair Labor Standards
Act of 1938 and the administration of
that act that we are able to say, with
thanks, that child l1abor in its old, wicked,
and oppressive aspects has disappeared
from our fair land. No one regrets its
going—not even those who once were
opposed to the legislation.

Minimum wages were established at 25
cents an hour for the first year, 30 cents
an hour for the next 6 years, and 40 cents
an hour thereafter, with the provision
that the Administrator of the Wage and
Hour Division, through consultation with
the industry committees, could increase
the amount to 40 cents before the 7 years
had elapsed. The workweek was set at
44 hours, to be reduced 2 hours a year
until 40 hours was reached. Large seg-
ments of employees were exempted from
the provisions of the act, some because
of the obvious impossibility of its appli-
cation and some, notably agriculture and
related industries, because of the request
of their leaders, President Roosevelt's
ideas were approved by the Supreme
Court, and the constitutionality of the
act is now unquestioned. Indeed, its
theory has been considerably extended,
and the Court has implied that Congress
has not broadened the application of the
act to the extent of its constitutional au-
thority. In other words, the Supreme
Court of the United States itself invites
the very legislation which is now being
proposed.

Our experience with this law has dem-
onstrated its inadequacy in two respects.
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First, less than half of the workers of
the country are covered under its pro-
visions, Its extension to the fields in
which the Congress has authority to act,
not covered by the present law, is neces-
sary for continuous economic and indus-
trial growth. Second, the minimum-
wage standards are grossly inadequate.
Changes in our economic picture since
1938 demand that the statutory mini-
mum be raised to 65 cents per hour. Sen-
ate bill 1349, the bill under consideration,
proposes to remedy these deficiencies.

If it is admitted that the Fair Labor
Standards Act is a good law, that it is
needed to prevent the sweatshop and the
many evils therewith connected, it is

‘difficult to understand upon what ra-

tional basis its application should be de-
nied to all the workers over which Con-
gress has constitutional power. Are we
willing to admit that it is wise to set a
minimum standard for half of the Na-
tion’s employees, but that we need have
no concern over the economic plight of
the other half? The basis for democracy
ceases to exist if we follow such a course.
Approximately 20,000,000 of more than
40,000,000 workers are, at the present
time, entitled to the protection of this
law. The Supreme Court has recognized
that the present coverage does not ex-
haust the power of the Congress under

‘the Constitution to arrange wages and

hours of employees engaged in the pro-
duction and distribution of goods in in-
terstate commerce. It is precisely in the
areas to which the law has hitherto been
applicable that the greatest need lies for
protection. Congress should no longer
permit a perpetuation of the evils which
the statute condemns for failing to as-
sume its responsibility in the field where
it has unquestioned jurisdiction.

Mr. WILEY. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr, THOMAS of Utah. I yield.

Mr. WILEY. I understood the Sena-
tor to state that the present law would
operate with respect to 40,000,000 work-
ers. I wonder how many of that number
are at the present time receiving less
than 65 cents an hour?

Mr. THOMAS of Utah. When we held
hearings on the subject of the white-col-
lar workers it was estimated that there
were between 20,000,000 and 25,000,000
“forgotten persons,” as they were termed
at that time, who were not covered by
fair labor standards. That is the only
statistic to which I can now turn, In
that number were included many who,
at the time, were receiving more than 40
cents an hour. I do not know exactly
how many persons would be affected. I
have statistics which I expect to present
later which have been based upon esti-
mates.

Mr. WILEY. It is my understanding
generally that union labor throughout
the country is now receiving more than
65 cents an hour., Am I correct?

Mr. THOMAS of Utah. I believe that
organized labor generally will not be af-
fected by the proposed changes in the
present law, either with respect to hours
or with respect to wages. The need of
the act was apparent to everyone who



2310

realized that organized labor itself was in
a position to take care of itself. Organ-
ized labor was being better paid and was
less exploited than were the great mass
of workers who had no represenfation,
and were not organized at the time the
fair labor standards act was enacted.

Mr. WILEY. The Senator has stated
that the law would apply to 40,000,000
persons. That means that there is a
class of people outside the 40,000,000 to
whom the law would not apply. Has the
Senator any figdres as to how many are
included in that class?

Mr. THOMAS of Utah. I believe that
it was assumed during wartime that the
peak of employment reached in the
neighborhood of 51,000,000 or 52,000,000
persons. I do not know exactly what
the number was. It is assumed that 40,-
000,000 of those persons are taken care
of by some kind of law, collective bar-
gaining, or organizational representa-
tion. I do not know how many are de-
pendent absolutely on the Fair Labor
Standards Act, but I do know that there
are in the neighborhood of between
twenty and twenty-five million persons
who need some kind of help and aid
from the Government in order to adjust
their unfavorable wage condition which
existed at the time we conducted hear-
ings in respect to white-collar workers.

Mr. WILEY. By that statement the
Senator means that there are between
twenty and twenty-five million persons
who would come within the purview of
the commerce clause, and that the law
would operate with respect to them.

Mr. THOMAS of Utah. Yes; I assume
that the persons engaged in commerce
or engaged in producing commodities
which enter into commerce may perhaps
be as many as two-thirds or four-ﬁiths
of all persons employed.

Mr. WILEY. I thank the Senator.

Mr. THOMAS of Utah. Mr. President,
I have been handed by one of the com-
mittee aides a part of the committee re-
port which will, I believe, answer quite
accurately the Senator’s question. There
is no way of answering definitely any
question of this nature because it is im-
possible to obtain reliable statistics.
Based on the present coverage of the act,
approximately 4,200,000 employees would
receive increases as a result of the adop-
tion of a 65-cent-an-hour minimum wage
rate, and approximately 6,400,000 as the
result of a T5-cent-an-hour minimum
wage rate, as shown in table 1:

I may say that the difficulty arises
from the fact that because of the de-
mand for employment in war industries
and in all other industries as the result
of the war activity, many persons who
are now receiving more than 40 cents
an hour would not otherwise receive it.
The threat of having their wages re-
duced is one thing which keeps these
persons anxious. Other statistics which
bear upon this subject show that
4,180,000, or 21 percent, would be bene-
fited by the 65-cent minimum; 5,135,000,
or 26 percent, would be benefited by the
70-cent. minimum; and 6,390,000, or 32
percent of this type of labor, would be
benefited by the 75-cent minimum.

Mr. WILEY. Mr. PreSIdent will the
Senator yield?
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The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
Jomnston of South Carolina in the
chair). Does the Senator from Utah
yield further to the Senator from Wis-
consin?

Mr, THOMAS of Utah. I yield.

Mr. WILEY. I thank the distin-
guished Senator for that information.
As I recall, the bill would mean that
about 4,300,000 would have their wages
raised.

I have received as, of course, every

other Senator has, a number of tele-.

grams, and not being on the committee to
consider this matter, and having plenty
to do with matters before my own com-
mittees, I am merely seeking light on the
subject to guide me in determining how I
should vote. I should like to ask the
Senator one or two more questions re-
lating to this subject.

I have a telegram in front of me that
seems to state some of the objections.

First. It says that the passage of this
bill would mean more pressure toward
inflation,

Is there any information as fto how
much in the aggregate in the case of the
4,300,000 workers the increase would
amount fo?

Mr. THOMAS of Utah. Does the Sen-
ator mean money inflation?

Mr. WILEY. Yes,

Mr. THOMAS of Utah. I do not know;
but it can be readily calculated. If
4,000,000 people have their wages in-
creased by the difference between 40
cents and 65 cents, the increase can be
easily determined.

I shall talk about inflation later on,
not as I view it but as scores of witnesses
who appeared before the commitiee
viewed it, and not in accordance with
statistics, but in accordance with my
own observations concerning the sub-
jeet.

Mr. WILEY. I should like to have the
Senator’s reaction to another objection.
It is stated that it would deprive low-
productivity workers of employment.

Mr, THOMAS of Utah. That is an
argument which has always been used
kut is an argument which, in the light of
experience, is fallacious. That is the
only way I can answer that question.

Mr. . Then, there is another
ohjﬂction stated, namely, that it would
prevent the manufacture of many prod-
ucts and result in lower employment.

Mr, THOMAS of Utah. The two argu-
ments or cbjections are identical. They
were used against the original act. The
argument has always been used against
an increase in wages that it is impossible
to do business if too much has to be paid
for labor. That has been said since the
beginning of what we call our modern
industrial life.

Mr. HAWKES, Mr. President, will the
Senator from Utah yield to me for a
moment?

Mr. THOMAS of Utah. I yield.

Mr, HAWKES. I should like to sug-
gest—and I am sure the Senator from
Utah will agree with me—that there is a
point where, if wages were raised to that
point, certain businesses of value to the
country would be definitely stymied and
stifled or closed up. The opinion of the
Senator is that 65 cents is not that point,
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but he certainly will admit that there is
a point where certain small businesses
could no longer continue to exist if there
was fixed a wage rate that would not
permit them to operate in making their
particular product without loss.

Mr. THOMAS of Utah. Mathemati-
cally, of course, that is so. For instance,
if I have a business and make a profit of
$100 a week and wages are raised to $125
a week, I would not only make no profit
but, merely considering the one factor,
I would lose $25 a week. That is arith-
metic and I shall not argue against it.

Mr. HAWKES. 1 think the Senator
from Utah will admit that he does not
know where that point is, and neither
do I

Mr. THOMAS of Utah. I thoroughly
agree with the Senator.

Mr. HAWKES. If that be so, since we
are all deeply interested in this subject,
which is very important to our country,
I should like to leave this thought with
the Senator from Utah: How can a legis-
lative body fix a rigid rule that deals with
the economy and the economics of busi-
ness for a period of years when we do not
know what is in front of us?

Mr. THOMAS of Utah. There is no
way of fixing such a rule. The logic of
the Senator from New Jersey is perfectly
proper and sound. The only thing, I may
say in reply to the Senator, is that we
have fixed such a rule in the pas’ and it
has not destroyed industry. Adjust-
ments have been made to conform to it.
I would go further and say—and I am
sure that the Senator from New Jersey
will agree with me because our social
outlooks naturally are the same—if there
is a business, large or small, in the United
States of America which is dependent
upon the exploitation of labor for its
existence, I say it should go out of exist-
ence.

Mr. HAWKES. I agree 100 percent
with the Senator on that point. The
only suggestion I wish to make for the
Senator’s consideration is that the bill
proposes a terrific jump. It does not
bother me, because I have always paid
20, 30, or 40 cenis an hour above the
prevailing wage standards fixed by law
and am 45 cents above it today. I believe
in wages adequate to afford decent living
standards to workers. I do not believe
an employer can get much out of a
worker who is undernourished or whose
mind is continually disappointed with
his outlook; but I feel very strongly that
the jump from 40 to 65 cents, and the
jump in the future to 75 cents is rather
extreme when we consider the fact that
the world is in a state of flux, and none
of us knows what is going to happen in
this country, nor do we know very much
yet about what our relationships and
competition with other countries of the
world will be.

I think that is something to which the
Senator from Utah must have given much
thought, and it is a consideration that is
in my mind all the time. I have found
in my business that if I have an objec-
tive ahead of me it is better not to move
too rapidly toward the objective but ap-
proach it step by step, note the resuits,
test it ‘'out, and take soundings to see
whether there are rocks in the water
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against which one may split his head.
I believe in moving steadily forward
step by step. I have found that is the
most_satisfactory way and it is more
apt to bring success in reaching the de-
sired destination. I do not think there
is much difference of opinion as to the
objectives between any of the Senators
on this matter—the difference is related
to how free men can reach or attain their
objective.

Mr. THOMAS of Utah. The Senafor
from New Jersey in his argument has
completely justified the minority views,
and is thoroughly consistent with what
the minority views set forth. In the first
part of his argument——

Mr. HAWEES. I have not even read
the minority views, and if I have justified
them I have done so from my own per-
sonal experience in life.

Mr. THOMAS of Utah. I agree with
what the Senator has said about going
forward surely instead of by doubtful and
uncertain methods. Everyone is in
favor of that. I should like to say though
in the light of the Senator's statement,
that the argument made is identical with
that made in 1937 and 1938 when the
Minimum Wage Act of that period was
considered.

From the standpoint of arithmetie, on
a percentage basis, the jump is not great-
er than that in the earlier act, even if we
were raising wages from 40 cents to 65
cents which we are not doing, of course,
any more than in the previous act we
were raising wages from 10 cents to 25
cents, if all the workers in America re-
ceived 10 cenfs an hour in wages, which
some actually did receive in 1937.

Mr. HAWEES. Much to the disgrace
of anyone in business who claims to be-
lieve in fair treatment.

Mr. THOMAS of Utah. And much to
the surprise of nearly every member of
the committee. We were shocked to hear
it. But the type of work exacted, small
contract work, where one would take
work home and labor on it, resulted in a
wage of between 10 to 15 cents. The per-
centage jump from 10 to 25 is actually
greater than the jump from 40 to 65. But
I presume that argument means nothing.

Mr. HAWKES. It does mean some-
thing. But I know the Senator will
agree with me that we can make a larger
percentage jump when we are down to
almost nothing, than can safely be made
after we have gotten considerably higher,
and the jump may take us into the wrong
hurdle—too high a guaranteed wage.

Mr. THOMAS of Utah. That is true.

Mr. HAWEKES. I wish to thank the
Senator from Utah very much for per-
mitting me to interrupt him.

Mr., THOMAS of Utah. Under the
laws of physics when one starts falling
he goes a little faster just before he
reaches the ground than when he starts.
The thing works both ways, and such
illustrations can be given as have been
suggested. If the bill were a measure
dealing with pure arithmetic and pure
economics, on the dollar-and-cent basis,
such arguments could be made and jus-
tified. Basically, the bill is a social bill,
It is a bill which comes into being be-
cause some elements in our society be-
lieve that certain conditions are bad and
they are trying to rectify them.
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Mr. WILEY. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Utah yield?

Mr. THOMAS of Utah. I yield.

Mr. WILEY. I agree fully with the
last statement, that the bill has back of
it a tremendous social implication,

I wish to ask the Senator a question
which was provoked by the statement of
the Senator from New Jersey. Is there
any provision in the bill whereby the

rnment, or the people of the coun-
try, would be protected in case of a great
emergency of some kind, when it might
be to advantage to reduce the minimum
wage? Could that be done? We know
that the mere payment of money is no
criterion of a wage. The criterion of a
wage is what money will buy.

I can well remember when as a young
man I worked in the sawmills of my State
for 15 cents an hour, and at that time
butter was selling for 10 cents a pound
and potatoes for 11 or 12 cents a bushel.
The $1.65 T made would buy possibly a
great deal more than the wages paid fo-
day would buy of equivalent merchandise.

What I have in mind is that, as the
Senator from New Jersey has said, we
are living in a period of flux, and we do
not know what conditions will arise to-
morrow. We do not know what is ahead
of us on the domestic scene or on the for-
eign scene, Are we now establishing a
definite, fixed basis so that manufac-
furers on a Nation-wide scale might be
interfered with in a great national emer-
gency? In other words, the time might
come when employers could not pay the

um wage, and therefore, rather -

than violate the law, they would shut
down, which would mean widespread
unemployment.

What I am getting at is this: Is there
a possibility of putting some flexibility in
the law, so that in case of a national
emergency the President, or other ap-
propriate agency, could set the law aside
temporarily, or something of that kind?

I do nof know whether I have made
myself clear, but I think we must be care-
ful, because the Lord only knows what is
ahead of us, and we are asked fo freeze
all our great business in this country to
the level proposed. In my humble opin-
ion, 65 cents an hour is not an excessive
wage. But that is not the point with me.
The point is that we are saying that em-
ployers cannot pay 64 or 644 cents an
hour without being criminal.

Mr. THOMAS of Utah. There is no
provision in the amendment and no pro-
vision in the law for changing the stand-
ards. The Senator will remember that
during the wartime many amendments
were offered in an attempt to do away
with the provisions of the Fair Standards
Act regarding wages and regarding
hours, on the theory that that act came
into existence for the purpose of spread-
ing employment, and that when there
was little unemployment the act should
be done away with,

As a Nation, we turned our backs upon
that suggestion, and I am very happy
that we did. We kept the standards,
because, I repeat, the basis of the pro-
posal here is not 40 cents an hour or 65
cents an hour, but it is the human equa-
tion. Although an attempt was made
during the war to change the law, even
the Executive orders issued with regard
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to labor were made consistent with the
national law and the Fair Labor Stand-
ards Act. So the answer fo the question
is that there has not been an opportunity
to do what the Senator suggests, and
there will not be an oportunity to do
what the Senator suggests under the pro-
posed amendment to the act.

Mr, WILEY. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield further?

Mr. THOMAS of Utsah.
yield.

Mr. WILEY. I have no doubt in my
own mind that for 2 or 3 years, if the
world remains at peace, the tremendous
demand on the domestic front will be
such that the high wages we pay com-
pared with the wages other nations pay
will make no difference, because the de-
mand will be here.  But we have seen in
America, when there was no market,
what might be called overproduction.
We will be searching the world for mar-
kets 3 or 4 or 5 years from now; in fact,
we are going after them now. I can
foresee a time when perhaps it will be
advantageous to the citizen himself, if
he can buy his goods at lower prices, to
take a 50 cents an hour wage instead of
75 cents, and it might be of advantage to
the general welfare to have that condi-
tion. Yet there is no flexibility in the
proposal we are considering.

I trust I have made myself clear.
Every time one attempts fo rationalize
he is called a Tory, er some similar name,
My purpose is to try to find a mechanism
which might meet an emergency, and
that is what my question was about.

Mr. THOMAS of Utah. The Senator
from Utah would never call the Senator
from Wisconsin a Tory. The Senator
from Utah is extremely happy, as a Dem-
ocrat and as a student of Democratic

I am glad fo

arguments over the years, to realize that

the Senator from Wisconsin, a great Re-
publican, is at last getting around fo
seeing things as the Republican Party
should have seen them in the nineties
and the eighties of the last century. I
congratulate the Senator from Wiscon-
sin, instead of calling him names.

Mr. WILEY. If the Senator will yield,
I wish to say that, while I appreciate his
kind words, I realize that in the last 12
or 15 years there has heen a great deal
of blindness throughout the world, and
that the members of the Republican
Party were not the only ones who should
have had the blinders taken from their
eyes. The. condition of the world at
present indicates that we got into the
present mess because we did not have
the mechanism to take care of the sit-
uation as it arose.

I come back to the original proposi-
tion. We are about to pass a law which
provides for a wage of 65 cents for the
present, to be 75 cents in a year or two,
and we say, “Mr. Manufacturer, if you
pay less you are a criminal,” no matter
what world conditions may be, no matter
what domestic conditions may be. I
think now is the time to look ahead and
to realize that there may be a little
change in conditions. I say that with-
out any thought of injuring labor. That
is not my objective, My objective is to
try to keep the wheels of our economy
going, no matter what conditions may
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arise, Again I thank the Sznator for his
kind words.

Mr. CARVILLE., Mr, President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. THOMAS of Utah. I yield.

Mr, CARVILLE. Ihave been intensely
interested in the statement just made
with respect to the establishment of a
40-cent minimum wage. In that con-
nection I should like to make the obser-
vation that when the emergency is over,
and we return to what may be called
normal conditions, we shall be found to
be living on a higher plane than was con-
sidered to be normal prior to the war.
I think wages are going to be higher and
living standards are going to be higher,
So after the emergency is over, we shall
have to adjust ourselves to that normal
stage which will be, in my opinion, on a
higher plane than before, and I think the
65-cent minimum will fit into the pic-
ture as we shall see it at that time.

I should like to make the further ob-
servation in connection with the remarks
just made by the Senator from Wiscon-
sin [Mr. WiLEY], that if, as he suggested,
the bottom were to drop-out, Congress
would always be in a position to change
the law and adjust its terms to the con-
ditions which might prevail at that time.

Mr, THOMAS of Utah. I thank the
Senator from Nevada for his contribu-
tion.

Mr. HAWEKES. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. THOMAS of Utah. I yield.

Mr. HAWEKES. 1 shall not detain the

Senator much longer, but I should like.

to say, in view of the statement just
made, that I hope we will never get into
such a position that plants will have to
shut down for 6 months while Congress
is making up its mind.

I should like to give to the Senate an
illustration of what I have in mind. I
have had some very remarkable ex-
periences with and have the deepest faith
and confidence in workingmen and
workingwomen. I think they are one
of the finest and greatest assets we have
in America. I want to state an experi-
ence I had in order to illustrate what
the Senator from Wisconsin was speak-
ing of in following up the point I made
in respect to fixing an inflexible mini-
mum wage at a high level, not knowing
what stones there may be in the path
ahead of us.

I once raised the wages of the employ-
ees in our company, without any request
on their part to do so. At one plant—I
think this is well worth noting—a meet-
ing was held and the collective bargain-
ing committee asked me to confer with
them. They knew I was coming down
into Maryland to their plant. They said
to me, “Mr. HAwKESs, we appreciate this
raise. We wantit. Itisa finething. But
can the company afford to pay it?”

I said, “What do you mean, can the
company afford to pay it?”

They said, “Can the company afford to
pay it under all the conditions confront-
ing us and keep our cost of prnduction
down, so we will get our share of the busi-
ness in competition with other manufac-
turing plants?”

I said, “Why do you ask that?”

They said, “Because if we cannot get
our share of the business under such

conditions, we would rather keep the old
rate of pay, and know we shall continue
to have our jobs, than to receive this
increased rate of pay which might put us
out of our jobhs.”

That incident illustrates the point I
had in mind, and I believe it illustrates
the point the Senator from Wisconsin
had in mind.

I told those men that the company
could afford to do it, that we wanted to
do it, and we did it, and we have never
since then gone down in our wage rates,
We have continually gone up from that
point.

Further to illustrate the type of cooper-
ation I have always received from work-
ing people in the plants I will say that
out of 3,800 employees in those different
plants at that time I received letters from
more than 1,000 of them in which they
said, in effect, “We are glad we are work-
ing for a company that thinks of the wel-
fare and interest of its employees, and we
want to assure you, Mr. President, that
the raise which has been granted us will
not cost the company a cent.”

I shall now tell the Senate of one of
the most remarkable experiences I have
had in my life. That 10-cent-an-hour
increase did not cost the company a
nickel. The workingmen reduced the
cost of production of the product so that
that increased pay was absorbed by rea-
son of increased efficiency and coopera-
tive work on the part of the workmen.

I tell that story, Mr. President, to illus-
trate that I believe in doing the right
thing, and when I am arguing about
whether we should fix this inflexible wage
rate far ahead into the future, without
giving any consideration to all the un-
known equations throughout the world,
I am thinking of the welfare of our
American workers and our people gener-
ally. The only difference between the
Senator from Utah and me on this sub-
ject is that I want to be a little bit more
careful, and the Senator from Utah feels
in his own mind and heart undoubtedly
that what he is recommending is safe.

Mr, THOMAS of Utah. Mr. President,
I want to thank the Senator from New
Jersey for his splendid remarks on ap-
plied Christianity.

Mr. HAWKES.
Christianity.

Mr. THOMAS of Utah. If is extremely
gratifying to have testimony offered that
applied Christianity works even in an
economic way. If all employers had
treated their employees and if all em-
ployees had treated their employers in
the same way there, of course, would be
no need of this legislation. But this
legislation and the act of 1938 have come
about as the result of absolute need.
State laws had failed. Twenty-two
States had refused to do anything at all.
It was necessary that there be a change
in our interpretation of the commerce
clause of the Constitution in order to
bring those who turned their backs on
what we call applied Christianity around
to the point where they were willing to
practice a little bit of it. That is the
sad side of the story of industrial labor
relations in the United States. There
are many institutions which have never
had a strike, which have never had any
trouble. My own father's business con-

I believe in applied
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tinued through more than two genera-
tions. He never discharged a soul. I do
not know why. He did not even dismiss
his own son, which is quite remarkable
in the light of all that has taken place.
But the trouble with our growth in this
industrial age has simply been that labor
has been removed farther and farther
from the employers. In America em-
ployer-labor relation problems cannot be
adjusted simply by marrying the boss’
daughter. It is impossible to adjust such
problems in that way. Much as we would
like to retain the fine old Jeflersonian
scheme of government, government must
step in.

Mr. HAWKES. Mr. President, will
the Senator again yield?

Mr. THOMAS of Utah. I yield.

Mr. HAWKES. I want to thank the
Senator from Utah for his remarks. I
shall not take much more time. I wish
to say that in my 52 years in business
I have never had a strike against any
company with which I have been con-
nected. The only strike that ever was
called occurred in 1938 because two
unions began fighting amongst them-
selves, and they shut the plant down
while they were settling their own prob-
lems. So I am a believer in the idea
that if the employer can keep his hand’
on the pulse of his workers he can stop
a good many of the difficulties which or-
dinarily arise.

I think the Senator from Utah has
raised a very interesting point. In com-
panies employing 200,000 or 300,000 or
400,000 employees the employers cannot
be close to their workmen. But the em-
ployers can establish a policy of teaching
the foremen and superintendents in each
of the plants to do in the respective
plants what I have done in my business
throughout the United States. I think
that is more important than fixing a
minimum wage.

Mr. THOMAS of Utah. Mr. Presi-
dent, I grant 100 percent that that is
more important.

Mr. HAWEES. I hope the day will
come when almost all employees will
have their wages related to cost of living
on a fair basis, so there will not be more
than 25 persons in the United States who
will be affected by the Fair Labor Stand-
ards Act establishing minimum wages.

Mr. TUNNELL. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. THOMAS of Utah. I yield.

Mr. TUNNELL. In what I am about
to say I am not referring to the Senator
from New Jersey, and I do not want him
to think so, although yesterday on the
floor of the Senate I referred to a Sen-
ator whose standard of wages was much
higher than the minimum. I was then
referring to the Senator from New .Jer-
sey, though, as I recall, I did not name
him. What bothers me is not only the
fact that there might by 6 months when
a factory might be closed down. I am
thinking of the 6 years when the em-
ployee might be almost in a starving
condition, as we found so many of them
to be. I wish to place near that com-
ment the thought that there is another
side to the question. The thing which
the people must recognize is that, as con-
sumers, they must pay enough to permit
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the producer to pay a living wage to the
employees upon whom he depends.

Mr. THOMAS of Utah. I thank the
Senator from Delaware.

Mr. WILEY. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Utah yield?

Mr. THOMAS of Utah. I yield.

Mr, WILEY. Let me illustrate the fea-
wure of flexibility by an incident from my
own experience. When I was a young
man some Chicago capitalists built a
great river development in the north
country. They constructed a large pulp
mill. It was my good fortune as a young
practicing lawyer to be attorney for the
company., The First World War came,
and following that, hard times. The
company had built a beautiful village.
For 2 years it continued to go into the
red. One of the fine experiences of my
life occurred there as attorney for that
company. The company union, hearing
of the financial condition of the com-
pany, which had been losing money, sent
its representatives to me. They said,
“We have talked this thing over, and an
idea has occurred to us. We want to
know if you think it would be feasible.
We understand that the company can-
not take the gaff much longer. Every-
thing we have is in our homes in this
little village. We want to suggest that
we take a cut of 10 cents an hour.” Ido
not know exactly what their wage rate
was, though, as I recall, it was 30 or 35
cents an hour.

The employees accepted a reduction;
and their action was of such a stimu-
lating character that the stockholders
took action and raised additional money.
Today that community is one of the fine
little towns in Wisconsin. In the course
of 2 years the reduction of 10 cents an
hour which the employees accepted over
a period of several months was paid back
to them.

Mr. President, if the minimum wage
were 65 cents an hour, under the provi-
sions of this bill, if a company permitted
its employees to accept a lower wage, the
company would be violating the law. If
that had been the situation at that time,
there would have been no Cornell, Wis,
There would have been no employment.
There would have been no wealth con-
tinuously flowing from that village.

The only thing for which I am plead-
ing is flexibility in order to enable us to
meet the imponderables of the future and
the emergencies which mey arise. We
must not become so mortised in that our
economy will not work. That is why I
am suggesting to the Senator that he
think this question through and con-
sider an appropriate amendment which
would permit the President of the United
States, in an emergency, temporarily to
suspend the minimum wage require-

ment. We do not know what conditions_

we shall have to face 2 or 3 or 4 years
from now. :

Mr. THOMAS of Utah. I thank the
Senator from Wisconsin,

Mr. AIKEN, Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. THOMAS of Utah. I yield.

Mr. ATKEN. I should like to suggest
that in the case which the Senator from
Wisconsin mentioned, in which the em-
ployees of the company voluntarily ac-
cepted a reduction to keep the company
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in business, they undoubtedly recognized
the need of accepting a lower wage for
the purpose of keeping their employer in
the competitive field with other employ-
ers whose competition he had to meet.
If we had a minimum wage of 65 cents
an hour, every employer would be as-
sured that his competitors would have
to meet that rate. I believe that most
employers are now paying more than 65
cents an hour. If the minimum wage
were 65 cents an hour, one employer
would be on just as good a competitive
basis as another, and relatively they
would be on the same competitive basis
as though the rate were 10 or 15 cents
an hour. So I do not believe that the
argument of the Senator from Wisconsin
is at all applicable in this case. One
purpose of the bill is to protect the em-
ployer who is trying to pay his em-
ployees a living wage against the unfair
competition of the employer who is pay-
ing his employees as low wages as pos-
sible. In a great many cases it is pos-
sible for the employer to keep wages at
a low level, because an industry may be
so located that the employees must ac-

cept what is offered them. So the bill.

would furnish a protection to the em-
ployer which would be just as great a
benefit to him as the voluntary reduction
in wages in the case to which the Sen-
ator from Wisconsin referred. »

Mr. THOMAS of Utah. I thank the
Senator from Vermont for answering the
Senator from Wisconsin.

Mr. President, the bill reported by the
majority of the committee would be help-
ful toward the desired goal in two ways:
First, it would provide for the direct cov-
erage of approximately an additional 3,-
500,000 workers, including those in a
wide variety of agricultural, fish proc-
essing, and canning enterprises, large re-
tail and chain stores, seamen, and others
who work long hours ard are among the
lowest paid in our economy. Second, it
would be a stimulus for further State ac-
tion in the fields where the Federal power
does not apply. The Congress is under
obligation, Mr. President, to enact legis-
lation having these effects.

Mr. President, the second major
change in the existing law is that the
minimum hourly wage rate would be
raised to 65 cents an hour for the first 2
years, 70 cents during the following 2
vears, and after that 75 cents per hour.
It is this provision that has received the
most attention by the press. There is no
doubt, evidently, that some upward re-
vision was contemplated by the original
bill, or that an upward revision is now
necessary in view of increased living ex-
penses. The views of the minority, as
stated in the minority report, are not
that some increase in the minimum wage
is not imperative, but that we should
raise the minimum to 55 cents, then to
60 cents. No provision is made for rais-
ing the minimum beyond 60 cents an
hour. And what are the grounds of
opposition toward the higher wage as
proposed by the majority? Strangely
enough, it is that a wage of 65 cents an
hour would be productive of inflation.
No one quarrels with the idea that the
capacity of business to pay higher wages
has increased, or that the increased cost
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of living provides justification in itself
for an increased minimum.

No argument is presented to justify
the inference that a worker can live
decently on a wage of 55 cents an hour,
The figures are all the other way. - Fifty-
five cents an hour means a salary of $22
a week, or $1,100 a year. A single per-
son is required to pay approximately
$120 of this amount in Federal income
taxes alone, leaving $980 upon which he
would be expected to live if the minority
recommendation were adopted. Does
anyone presume to suggest that a single
worker—let alone a family—ecan live on
an annual salary of $980? Certainly no
such figures came to the attention of the
committee. Varying estimates of living
costs indicate that the very minimum
upon which a family of four can live is
from $1,673 to $2,964 a year. Of course,
what we are trying to do is establish a
minimum wage standard, but is there
any reason to establish a standard so
low that we would permit and encourage
the very sweatshop conditions we are
trying to prevent by enacting the legisla-
tion? Sixty-five cents as a minimum
figure is low enough; the assertion that
55 cents would do is as ridiculous as it
is fallacious.

So much has been said about the infla-
tionary tendencies of this provision that
I feel justified in making some comments
along that line. I benefited greatly by
having the experience of being in Ger-
many during the time of her great in-
flationary period and of being in China
in the time of her great inflationary
period. I was also in France during two
inflationary periods; and I was there in
1926, at the time when the French stahil-
ized the franc. Those experiences mean
very much to me because I know the pur-
poses of and the consequences behind
those three great inflationary move-
ments. For us to assume, as has some-
times been assumed by some of the
thinkers of our country, that France,
just before the French Revolution,
started out on her period of inflation
without knowing what she was doing,
is utterly ridiculous. The best economic
and the best financial minds of the
French Government at that time were in
charge of France’s finances. She started
on an inflationary period because there
was nothing else to do; the many exist-
ing factors, when put together, brought
about that action and made it necessary.
Inflation was not the cause of the ills
of France; what preceded inflation was
the cause of those ills. And in this
country the cause of the misery follow-
ing the Civil War was not the paper
money, but the things which made neces-
sary the issuance of paper money.

If we were to ask for a definition of
the word “inflation,” probably no two
Senators would define it in the same way.
The word is as loose in its scientific and
scholarly application as it is in its col-
loquial application. “Infiation” and “de-
flation” have been used in the last gen-
eration to refer to conditions which have
developed in the nations of the world as
a result of World War I. Russia’s infla-
tion at that time was deliberate. Her
purpose was to overcome private prop-
erty and to destroy it in the way in which
the concept of private property was held
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under the Cgzarist regime. That was
done both by destruction of the credit of
the debt structure and by making value-
less, in terms of money, all privately
controlled property. There was, of
course, leveling as far as debis were con-
cerned. Germany’s inflation in the early
1920’s was deliberate, also. Her purpose
was to overcome debt, and especially the
obligations owed by the Government to
the people. The easiest way, of course,
was to increase the currency to such an
extent that the measuring of debt be-
came impossible. It is too soon to ana-
lyze the present after-war conditions in
Europe, or to do anything but theorize
about the question in America.

However, the recollections of those
two outstanding examples of a deliberate
government process to accomplish given
purposes strike terror, and rightly so, in-
to our hearts. But it is manifestly im-
proper to use them as a reason for deny-
ing the kind of a pay boost now advo-
cated. To call a socially desirable thing
a bad name does not solve anything. The
kind of reckless, wild inflation endured
by those countries is not accepted as a
possibility, under our present controls,
by anyone,

There is only one possible definition of
inflation which can be used to describe
the contemplated action under the bill
as recommended by the majority of the
committee. That is the very loose and
improper use of the word when it is
employed to describe a time when there
is much money in circulation, in con-
trast to a time when there is little money
in circulation. In that sense, inflation
can come only when there is so much
money in circulation, in relation to the
need for it, that it loses value, or when
money itself has no valuable base. No
one contends, I take it, that this meas-
ure interferes with the present base, so
no discussion on that point is fruitful.
However, I should like to say a word
about the objection which is based on
the argument that higher wages mean
higher prices, and that, therefore, they
are inflationary.

Mr. President, before I begin this part
of my presentation, let me say that I
trust that no one will assume that I do
not understand that when 10 cents is
added to 55 cents, it is necessary to pay
more than it was before, and to that ex-
tent more is paid out. But no one in
America has ever been frightened by a
little extra spending, or a little extra
giving. If we had been frightened by
that, of course, we should be frightened
over the type of prosperity we have in
the United States today as we have never
before been frightened in our entire
history.

It is well known, Mr. President, that I
have supported, from the beginning, the
price-control program. If I bhelieved
that this proposed minimum-wage pro-
gram would upset that program I would
hesitate to lend my support to it. But
I do not think it will; and Mr. Bowles,
who has fought for price control as few
men have fought for anything in this
country in the past few years, does not
believe it will. Some of the figures which
were presented to the committee are ex-
tremely interesting as they bear on this
conclusion. NNineteen percent of the
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workers in industry have salaries below
the minimum rate and would be directly
affected by the change. The salary in-
crease would be 2 percent of the straight-
time pay roll. It would amount to 3.5
percent of the corporation profits before
taxes. Although under the Little Steel
formula, wages were not raised more
than 15 percent, in 1944 the profits of
industry climbed to 323 percent—before
taxes—of the 1936-39 average. With
the wage increase here proposed, the
profits in 1844 would have been 312 per-
cent of the 1936-39 average, or a return
of 25.4 percent on net worth in 1944, as
compared with a net return of 9.7 per-
cent in the years 1936 to 1939. With the
wage adjustment now proposed, there
would have been a net return, in 1944, of
24.5 percent. These figures relate to
straight time only, and do not consider
the premium overtime wages which have
been lost and are being lost by workers in
almost all industries. The wage bill is
being reduced by $1,877,000,000 by the
loss of overtime. The total increase in
wages if all workers covered are increased
to 65 cents is $504,000,000. The loss of

-overtime less the additional cost as pro-

posed by the bill amounts to $890,000,000.

The five industries affected most by
the increase would be tobacco, lumber,
textiles, apparel, and furniture. In
these industries, a larger percentage of
the workers would be affected than in
any others, and a somewhat closer ex-
amination is worth while. In tobacco,
considering 65 cents as standard, 58 per-
cent of the workers received substandard
wages. The total wage bill would be
increased in this industry by $14,000,000,
which is 11 percent of the 1945 total.
Profits in 1944 were $154,000,000. If the
industry absorbed the wage increase,
profits would be decreased by 9 percent,
but they would still be 22 percent above
prewar level, and would provide a return
of 17 percent on net worth. If the total
increase were put into the price of ciga-
rettes—and in fact only slightly more
than half of the tobacco wage bill is
chargeable against -cigarettes—there
would be an increase of about one-tenth
of a cent a pack. In the event that this
amount could not be absorbed by deal-
ers and wholesalers and had to be passed
along to the consumer, that increase
would amount to only less than one-
seventh of the amount of the Federal
excise tax alone.

Mr. HOEY. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Car-
viLLE in the chair). Does the Senator
from Utah yield to the Senator from
North Carolina?

Mr. THOMAS of Utah. I yield.

Mr., HOEY. I know that the Senator
is familiar with the fact that the tobacco
industry is about the only industry which
has not been permitted an increase in
the price of its product during the whole
period of the war, OPA has constantly
refused to allow an increase in the price
of cigarettes. The Senator referred to
the profits which the tobacco industry
had made. Of course, that was on the
basis of a large production. The taxes
on tobacco have been so greatly increased
that the stockholders of all tobacco com-
panies have had their dividends con-

MARcH 15

siderably reduced. Take, for example,
the Reynolds Tobacco Co. For a long
time prior to the war that company paid
a dividend of $3 a share. In my State
more widows receive incomes from in-
surance which has for its source the in-
vestment of funds in tobacco stocks than
from any other industry, Those widows
received $3 a share prior to the war. Now
the dividend has been reduced to $1.45
because the OPA has not permitted any
increase whatever in the price of tobacco.
Tobacco has gone from 42 cents to 47
cents a pound. The cost of labor has
increased. Notwithstanding these facts,
the OPA has constantly refused fo allow
any increase in the price of cigarettes.
If 1 cent a pack or even one-half cent a
pack had been allowed, dividends could
have been maintained, The situation
about which I complain has been main-
tained at the expense of the small stock-
holders in the tobacco companies scat-
tered throughout the Nation,

Contrary to what many persons be-
lieve, tobacco stocks are not held merely
by a few. There are a few who own con-
siderable stock, but, in justice to a great
industry, it must be stated that the
tobacco industry has borne a greater
burden of increase in taxes than has any
other industry. Moreover, it has been
denied any increase in the price of its
product. Why the tobacco industry
should be diseriminated against, I can-
not understand. I believe that the
manufacturers of tobacco should be per-
mitted an increase which will enable
them to pay dividends to the stockholders
in proportion to what they paid for a
long period of years prior to the war.
Why it has been impossible for them to
obtain such a small measure of justice,
I have not been able to understand. The
tobacco industry is one of the great in-
dustries of my State,

I thank the Senator for allowing me to
inject this statement during his remarks,
because I have noticed that the OPA has
boasted about how much it has saved the
country by not allowing an increase in
the price of cigarettes. Why should
other industries, such as textiles, for ex-
ample, be permitted to have an increase
while one is denied the tobacco industry?

Mr. THOMAS of Utah. Mr. President,
I thank the Senator from North Carolina
for his statement, The argument which
I used in connection with tobacco was
made because the tobacco industry is one
of the industries which can be used in
illustrating the point which I was en-
deavoring to make in connection with
the contention that of the 65-cent an
hour rate would have an inflationary
effect. The tobacco industry is an ex-
tremely good one for me to select in pre-
senting the argument which I am mak-
ing, because 58 percent of the labor in the
tobacco industry will be affected by the
proposed change. Therefore, if there is
any industry in which the 65-cent mini-
mum wage would tend to promote infla-
tion, the tobacco industry is it. I was
endeavoring to show exactly how much
inflation would result to the ultimate
consumer from an increase in wages.

Mr, ATIKEN. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr, THOMAS of Utah, I yield.
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Mr. AIKEN. I have some very inter-
esting figures which show that the de-
crease in the net profit of the tobacco
companies has been due apparently to
increased taxes instead of to increases
in the cost of labor. The statistics which
were furnished to the committee show
that for the period 1936-39 the cig-
arette manufacturers made $100,000,-
000 a year profit before income taxes,
and in 1944 that profit jumped to one-
hundred-and - thirty - million - dollars-
plus. However, the net profits after
taxes were $82,000,000 in the 5 years pre-
ceding the war, but dropped to $63.000,-
000 in 1944, which is a pretty clear in-
dication that taxes instead of labor costs
caused a net reduction in the profits of
the cigarette manufacturers.

The percentages are not the same, but
the cigar manufacturers, and manufac-
turers of other tobacco products, had
similar experiences, While they received
more money, they were permitted to re-
tain a great deal less of it.

Mr. HOEY. Mr, President, the Sena-
tor from Vermont is correct, although
the difference between the price of to-
bacco and the increase in labor cost has
had a large effect on the situation. The
increased volume of production would
probably have taken care of the diffi-
culty had it not been for the fact that
taxes have been superimposed and have
almost trebled. As a result, the stock-
holders have had to bear the brunt of
the burden.

Mr. AIKEN. The reason for that is
that the tobacco tax is the easiest tax in
the world to collect. Theoretically, the
consumer pays it, but, according to the
figures which I have, he has not been
paying all of it.

Mr. HOEY. No; the consumer has not
paid it. The tax represents a very large
amount. For the past 12 years my State
has paid to the Federal Government as
much as any other State in the Union
with the exception of five. For several
years only two States, namely New York
and Illinois, paid as much money into the
Federal Treasury as did the State of
North Carolina. I believe an eXception
to that is Pennsylvania which possibly
paid more money into the Treasury dur-
ing the war than did North Carolina.

Mr. President, the point I am making
is that the Government is dealing un-
fairly with a great industry such as the
tobacco industry, whether it imposes its
discrimination through taxes or by a
refusal to allow an increase in the price
of its product. The stockholders share
less now in the profits of the tobacco
companies than they did before OPA was
established.

Mr, THOMAS of Utah. Mr. President,
I will repeat the last statement which I
made when I was interrupted. In the
event the increased wage cost could not
be absorbed by dealers and wholesalers,
and had to be passed along to the con-
sumer, the increase in price as the re-
sult of this proposal would amount to less
than one-seventh of the Federal excise
tax alone.

Stated in another way, the whole in-
crease in the wage bill of the tobacco
industry would be less than 1 cent a
pack of cigarettes, and there is an excise
tax of 7 cents at the present time, So

‘the increase in wages
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I cannot help but point out that the tax
on a single package of cigarettes amounts
to seven times as much inflation as would
result from the increase in wages un-
der this proposed amendment. Yet no
one in the whole United States has sug-
gested that that tax should be removed
because of its dangerous inflationary
effect. But now, when we are proposing
to benefit men and women engaged in
the tobacco industry by raising their
wages from 55 cents to 65 cents, or from
40 cents to 55 or 65 cents, and when such
a raise will increase the price of one
package of cigarettes 1 cent, or one-
seventh the amount which the excise tax
inereased it, we are charged with pre-
senting an inflationary bill.

Mr. President, if the argument about
inflation does not drop to the ground as
the result of this single illustration, I
do not know how to argue it from a sta-
tistical standpoint.

Mr. President, in the timber and Ium-
ber industries the profits before the war
were admittedly low, but even if the wage
increase were allowed, the increase in
profits in 1944 over 1936-39 would be
691 percent, or 9.8 percent return on net
worth. - Mr.  Bowles estimated ' that
without price control the price increase
would probably be about 5 percent be-
cause of the low profits before the war,
but part of this would be absorbed be-
fore the lumber reached the consumer.

In the textile industry there are
1,040,000 workers, and 47 percent of
these work for substandard wages. The
proposed wage increase would bring the
1944 percentage of profits over the
1936-39 profits down to 524 percent.
Even if wages were not absorbed, there
would be an increase of 112 percent at
the manufacturing level.

Similarly in the apparel and furniture
industries, although they would be af-
fected by the increase, the great amount
of increase in profits would more than
compensate, and even if the price was
increased in each case, the percentage
would be virtually negligible. These
figures, Mr. President, are based on war-
time wage scales, when a good part of
the wage bill went toward the premium
overtime hours. It is estimated that
somewhere around 50 percent of the in-
creases contemplated by the bill would
be absorbed by the fact that there would
be a very substantial decrease in the
number of overtime hours.

A factor often overlooked in the prob-
lem is that a well-paid worker tends to
do better work. I donot haveto empha-
size that point in the light of the con-
vincing testimony given by the Senator
from New Jersey [Mr. Hawkesl, A
man who eats three square meals a day,
who is in good health, who knows that
his needs can be met by his check, and
that his family is not faced with the
never-ending cycle of robbing Peter to
pay Paul every month, does better, more
effective, and more productive work.
The increase per worker of actual work
done on the job could very well in it-
self help compensate for and absorb
This is not, as
production experts—so-called efficiency
experts—have discovered, mere theory.
It is fact, proved over and over again in
our progressive industrial enterprises,
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and testified to this afternoon so ably
by the Senator from New Jersey.

Many of us, during the war, were mis-
led by this mistaken notion that every-
one was making good money. No doubt,
the help-wanted signs and advertise-
ments, and such lavish examples of ex-
penditures as overcrowded hotels, res-
taurants, theaters, expensive resorts, and
Pullman cars had something to do with
this erroneous notion. What we must
realize is that beneath this layer of war
rich there was a mass of war poor, larger
than most people thought, caught be-
tween the Little Steel formula, on the
one hand, and higher taxes and increased
costs of living, on the other. Incontro-
vertible testimony before the Subcom-
mittee on Wartime Health and Educa-
tion in 1944 established that 20,000,000
Americans and their dependents lived on
incomes that had not risen appreciably
since Pearl Harbor. The plight of these
underpaid Americans was a sorry one in-
deed. They were like a man caught in
quicksand. The more they struggled, the
deeper they sank. Expenditures for food,
clothing, and housing were cut; such
things as movies, books, magazines, vaca-
tion trips—everything but the bare ne-
cessities—were given up. With costs go-
ing up, and value, in most cases, going
down, this 20,000,000 tock more than
their share of punishment. Instead of
saving, they were forced to sell their war
bonds, spend the fund accumulated for

‘the education of the children, give up

their insurance, and mortgage their
homes, _

About 15,000,000 of this number are
salaried workers, and we could not have
fought a war without them. They kept
going our schools, churches, hospitals,
Federal, State, and munieipal govern-
ments. They operated our stores, offices,
restaurant, and hotels. They published
our newspapers and magazines. Harass
this group of hard-working men and
women and we weaken the Nation. They
are vitally necessary to our social wel-
fare. How many hospitals could have
been maintained if the nurses had left to
take higher-paying jobs in a war plant?
How could judges, business executives,
insurance companies, and Government
officials manage to do their work without
the clerks, stenographers, and assistants
upon whom they rely? How can we ex-
pect to train and care for our children
properly, to supply them with properly
and adequately prepared teachers, when
we offer a college man a salary of less
than $1,550 a year? Nine hundred thou-
sand teachers in this country make an
average of less than that amount.

The kind of Americans we are pushing
around in this category do not belong to
any labor union. They have no experi-
enced negotiators to plead their cases.
They look to the Congress of the United
States for relief, not asking for charity,
but for a day's pay for a day’s work. As
far as we have constitutional power to
do so, we are obligated to reply in the
same spirit with which they have served
during the war years.

“That will bring more inflation,” some
statesmen cry in horror-stricken tones.
“You'll raise the price of bread to $100.”
That is nonsense. Inflation, even of the
kind referred to, doesn't come from the
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bottom. The $25-a-week clerk doesn’t
overspend. It isthe uncontrolled waster
who brings inflation. In Washington, in
New York, in every city, we see men and
women spending $100 in one evening in
a night club, we see them buying mink
coats, jewels, and liquor. They toss away
millions of dollars to get what they want
at any price. Thousands of business-
men, evidently with unlimited expense
accounts, are coming to Washington in
drawing rooms, living in expensive suites,
spending enormous sums for food and
drink. The money they spend and the
money the Government has paid them
for contracts, much of which is spent
lavishly all over the United States, is
more of a threat to inflation than the biil
we have under consideration. I have
not any figures, but it would be interest-
ing to have on record the amount of
money spent in this manner for the very
purpose of defeating this bill,

But we will not get inflation by giving
a shabbily-dressed typist a raise of $2.50
a week, or increasing the wages of a bank
clerk so that he and his family can keep
up the payments on their home, or by
giving college-trained school teachers
enough money to buy a new dress. The
money paid to workers in the classes cov-
ered by this bill will be spent for necessi-
ties, not squandered on luxuries. Some
of it will go to meet accrued obligations
such as doctor bills, clothing bills, and
grocery bills. It cannot be otherwise,
because so many low-paid persons are
in debt. Some of it will go into essen-
tial purchases which have been post-
poned. Some will, we hope, be put aside
into insurance, bonds, or bank deposits.
There will be some meeting of obligations
and some increase in business activities.
But these are ordinary health transac-
tions not feared in any way in the busi-
ness world. They cannot possibly bring
any ill. An increase in business cer-
tainly does not mean inflation. Some of
the increases may be foolishly spent, but
some will be wisely used, and will double
and treble in the course of a few years.
That, Mr. President, is called thrift, and
since the days of Benjamin Franklin no
one has suggested that thrift caused in-
flation.

Good wages are necessary not merely
because industry can afford to pay them,
or that they pay for themselves in in-
creased production, but they are indis-
pensable if our economy is to be strong,
productive, and progressive. No employ-
er of men has a right to a profit be-
cause he is unwilling to pay his employees
as much as his competitor. Certain in-
dustries, in equity and justice as well as
in sound economics, must not be allowed
to exploit their employees by paying
wages substantially lower than are paid
in other industries. High wages mean
better markets for goods that stimulate
economic activity. Economic activity
means job opportunities and business op-
portunities, more profits, and a higher
standard of living for all. An expanding
market is the key to a healthy economy.

The real threat to our economy today
is that ordinary workers are not able, and
may not tomorrow be able, to meet the
ordinary expenses with which they are
confronted. Their suffering is the suf-
fering of the Nation, for we cannot
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achieve full production and full employ-
ment with drageing anchors. The obli-
gation of the Congress to pass legisla-
tion to provide for a minimum wage high
enough to insure decent living standards
for all is not only to those directly af-
fected by the bill, but the obligation is no
less to everyone in the Nation,

Mr. AIKEN obtained the floor,

Mr. HILL. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield to me?

Mr. AIEEN. 1 yielqd.

Mr. HILL. I know there are some
Senators not now present who would like
to hear the Senator from Vermont. If
the Senator will yield for that purpose
I should like to suzgest the absence of a
guorum.

Mr. ATKEN. I yield for that purpose.

Mr. HILL., I suggest the absence of a
quorum,

The PRESIDING OFFICER
GosserT in the chair).
call the roll.

The Chief Clerk called the roll, and the
following Senators answered to their
names.

(Mr.
The clerk will

Alken Hart O'Mahoney
Austin Hatch Overton
Bailey Hawkes Pepper
Ball Hayden Radcliffe
Bankhead Hickenlooper Reed
Barkley Hill Revercomb
Bilbo Hoey Robertson
Brewster Huffman Russell
Briggs Johnson, Colo. Baltonstall
Buck Johnston, 5. C. Shipstead
Bushfield Kilgore Smith
Byrd Enowland Stanfill
Capper La Follette Stewart
Carville Lucas Talt
Chavez McCarran Taylor
Connally McClellan Thomas, Okla,
Cordon McKellar Thomas, Utah
Downey McMahon Tunnell
Eastland Magnuson Tydings
Ellender Maybank Vandenberg
Ferguson Millikin Walsh
Fulbright Mitchell Wheeler
George Moore Wherry
Gerry Morse White
Gossett Murdock Wiley
Green Murray Willis
Guffey Myers

Gurney O'Daniel

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Eighty-
two Senators having answered to their
names, a guorum is present.

Mr. AIKEN. Mr, President, I wish to
speak briefly on the coverage of the bill
as it relates to agriculture and other
industries, 5

Under the proposed amendment of the
Fair Labor Standards Act of 1938 no
change is proposed to extend either the
minimum wage or overtime pay require-
ments to farmers or their employees. All
the traditional and genuine operations
of both farmers and their employees are
and will remain totally exempt. How-
ever, for various, and often conflicting
reasons, certain exemptions were pro-
vided in the original act for some em-
ployers who process agricultural
products.

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. President, I hope
the Senator will not think me officious
if I call attention to the fact that the
able Senator from Vermont is now dis-
cussing certain important features of the
bill pertaining to its effect upon agri-
culture, I feel that the Senate would
like to hear svhat the Senator has to say,
and I respectfully call the attention of
the Chair to the desirability of order in
the Chamber.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senate will be in order.

Mr. AIKEN. I thank the Senator
from Florida. I agree with him as to the
importance of the portion of the bill
which I shall discuss. However, I am
not sure how much influence I shall have
with my colleagues.

As I have said, for various, and often
conflicting, reasons, certain exemptions
were provided in the original act for
some employers who process agricultural
products. In a large presentage of cases
these employers are not farmers and do
not operate on farms, nor are they en-
gaged in the growing or harvesting of
crops. They are processors engaged in
industrial work the same as a prceessor
of wood or iron. As shown by the hear-
ings, for the most part their plants are
located in industrial centers and involve
huge capital investments. They employ
200 or 300 employees drawn from the
urban population. Their employees are
as highly skilled as any other employees
engaged in industrial processing. Yet,
because they are engaged in the proc-
essing of agricultural commodities they
claim that they should not be subject
to the act as other processors are, but
should have exemptions the same as
farmers.

In an attempt to achieve this end and
at the same time retain enough of the
act - to make it effective, in the original
bill Congress enacted 19 special exemp-
tions in section 7 (¢) and 12 special
exemptions in section 13 (a) (10), In
the more than 7 years these special ex-
emptions have been in effect they have
proved a continuous source of conflict,
discrimination, and utter confusion to
both employees and employers. Natu-
rally to grant a special exemption from a
statute of general application, the lan-
guage of the exemption has to be highly
technical. As a result the decisions of
the courts are conflicting as to the mean-
ing and scope of the exemptions. Some
decisions have limited the scope of the
exemptions to the strict letter of the
statute, while others have expanded the
scope beyond all reason.

Under the present exemptions two
employers may be engaged in producing
the same product, bu! because they op-
erate differently the exemptions will
have a discriminatory application.
Thus, if one canner operates his ware-
house as part of the place of employ-
ment where he performs his canning,
both his canning and warehouse employ-
ees are exempt. But if he maintains his
warehouse at a different place of em-
ployment from where he performs his
canning, his canning employees are
ex;:_’mpt but his warehouse employees are
not.

Similarly, the exemptions discrimi-
nate between employees performing the
same work for the same employer. Thus,
if an employer is engaged in canning
green beans and baked beans, the em-
ployees canning the green beans are ex-
empt while those canning the baked
beans are not exempt.

Furthermore, the exemptions discrim-
inate between employers and employees
because they overlap each other. Thus,
competing employers riay be engaged in
ginning or compressir.g cotton, packing,
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drying, or canning fresh fruits or vege-
tables, pasteurizing milk, or making
cheese, butter, or certain other dairy
products, but some employers may be
entitled to only a total or partial over-
time exemption under section 7 (¢) while
others will be entitled to a total mini-
mum wage and overtime exemption un-
der section 13 (a) (10). In addition,
some employers may be able to qualify
for only a 14 workweek exemption from
overtime under section 7 (e), but other
employers may also qualify for an ad-
ditional 14 workweek exempfion from
overtime under secfion T (b) (3) and
thus get a total of 28 exempt weeks dur-
ing the year,

The most confusing and difficult ex-
emptions are those contained in sections
7 (e) and 13 (a) (10) for certain work
performed “within the area of production
(as defined by the Administrator).”
Since 1938 the Administrator has been
engaged in an expensive and fruitless
attempt to define this term, Several
definitions have been issued but were
abandoned as unworkable. Finally the
Administrator was able to work out a
“definition which was both workable and
practical, However, the United States
Supreme Court declared this definition
totally invalid and held that when a
valid definition is issued it will operate
retroactively. I believe this decision
was rendered in June 1944, In this utter
state of confusion neither employers nor
employees know whether they are within
or outside of the Act and the Adminis-
trator is confronted with a seemingly
impossible task.

It is well known, as is shown by the
hearings, that the workers employed by
processors of agricultural products are
largely low paid and have less collective
bargaining powers than do the members
of most of the other groups in the United
States. The families usually have more
than one breadwinner; often all members
of the family must work in order to ob-
tain the barest necessities of life. Most
of the employees of the processors of
agricultural products are women and
young girls who are required to work
long hours.

Realizing these facts, most States
have passed special laws governing the
wages and hours of employment of
women and girls in canning and other
food processing plants. However, when
the Federal Government says that
women and girls may work unlimited
hours in canneries, some employers feel
that they no longer have to comply with
the State laws imposing limitations.
This disregard for State laws because
of the exemptions contained in the Fed-
eral law has been brought to the atten-
tion of the Administrator by State offi-
cials, with the request that the exemp-
tions of the Federal law be eliminated,
50 as to bring the Federal law in line with
the State laws. Not only are most of
the employees in canning and food proc-
essing plants women and young girls,
but, as shown by the hearings, it is the
practice of their employers to pay them
lower wages than the wages which are
paid to men for performing the same
work. Not only is that undemocratic,
but it is also un-American and unfair.
However, only by requiring a minimum
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wage for all persons, whether male or
female, can that totally unjustified prac-
tice be eliminated.

In many cases processors are willing
to pay higher prices to their employees,
but they cannot do so as long as their
competitors take advantage of the op-
portunity to pay very low wages.

The processing of agricultural prod-
ucts is big business. Some concerns do
several hundred millions dollars’ worth
of business a year; and it is big busi-
ness, just the same as any other industry.
It is not farming. The workers in those
plants are largely industrial workers,
highly skilled; and they live in indus-
trial cities. They are not farm workers,
nor do they compete with farm labor.
During the recent times of rising prices
and rising wages, their incomes have not
been supplemented by the huge overtime
payments which have been received by
employees covered by the overtime pro-
visions of the act and by persons em-
ployed in other industries that are cov-
ered.

The proposed amendments have taken
into account the fact that during peak
periods, food processors must operate
long and continued hours. Thus the
amendments provide for an overtime ex-
emption for an aggregate of 14 weeks in
each year. The 14 weeks’ exemption
which is allowed to the food processors
in each year need not be consecutive
weeks. Two weeks may be taken af one
time, or 6 or 8 weeks may be taken at
one time, or even the entire 14 weeks
may be taken at one time, depending
upon the needs of the particular indus-
try concerned. The exemption, which
permits an employer to use his help up
to 12 hours a day or 56 hours a week,
is intended to cover the needs of the
country’s dairy plants during the flush
season of milk production, the cotton
ginners, the grain elevators where em-
ployees have to work long hours during
the harvesting season and short hours
during a good deal of the rest of the
year, and also seasonal canning,
Throughout many sections of the coun-
try there are seasonal canning plants
where perhaps a single product is canned,
and the 14 weeks’ exemption will help
them. The exemption is uniform, is sim-
ple, and is easy to apply; and it does
away with the present complex and dis-
criminatory system of overlapping ex-
emptions.

I have been asked several times
whether the farmer is exempt from the
provisions of the proposed amendments,
in respect to trucking his products to
market. The answer is, “Yes.”

The definition of agriculture which
holds good in respect to the existing law
also holds good with respect to the pro-
posed amendments. That definition
provides that included in agriculture
shall be preparation for market and de-
livery to storage or to market or to car-
riers for transportation to market.

Mr. President, I have spoken briefly
on the coverage of the bill as it relates to
agriculture. Now I should like to speak
for a few minutes on the general effect
of the bill, as I see it upon agriculture.

The claim that an increase in a legal
minimum wage rate will be injurious to
agriculture cannot be sustained. In-
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deed, the raising of the rate and the
consequent raising of the living stand-
ards of millions of wage earners will, in
my opinion, have a beneficial effect upon
the Nation’s agriculture.

As I have pointed out, agriculture it-
self and the farmer and his employees
are exempt from the provisions of this
measure, although it is true that over a
large part of the country farmers are
now paying as much or more for labor as
the bill under consideration proposes.
When we count such additional bene-
fits as house rent, milk, vegetables, and
fuel, we find that in many sections of
the United States the take-home pay
of the farmworker is as good as or bet-
ter than that of industrial workers in
the same area. It is claimed by the op-
ponents of the bill that even though
farm labor is exempt from its provisions,
neverthless the farmers will have to
meet industrial wages in order to get
help, and that consequently an increase
in the minimum industrial wage will
mean an increase in the wages paid to
farm labor.

Mr. REVERCOMB. Mr. President,
will the Senator yield at this point?

Mr, AIKEN. I yield.

Mr. REVERCOMB. The discussion
here is very interesting to 'me. As the
Senator may know, I favor the highest
wage which can be paid in any industry
or in any endeavor.

Mr. AIEEN. I realize that.

Mr. REVERCOMB. But addressing
myself to the subject of the pay of farm
workers, let me ask how the bill will af-
fect a contract worker who is paid, for
instance, by the month or who under-
takes to operate a farm as a tenant or
even as an employee upon the basis of a
yearly lump-sum payment or a monthly
salary, so to speak, where a house is fur-
nished and cows are furnished and a
garden is furnished. How will the hour-
ly wage provision affect any agreement
or contract of that kind?

Mr. AIKEN. I think that would de-
pend upon the work in which he is em-
ployed when he goes on the farm. If he
is cutting wood for the fireplace, if he is
cutting brush to clear the land for pas-
turage, if he is building fences, I should
say he undoubtedly would be an agricul-
tural employee and would be completely
exempt. Furthermore, it is not likely
that the work he would be doing would
enter into commerce in any way. If it
did, he might be covered. If lumber
were being cut for sale, I presume he
would be covered, although I do not want
the Senator from West Virginia, who is a
very able lawyer, to take my word as final
on that point. But I am sure that if the
worker were employed in domestic work
around the place or, as I have said, were
engaged in cutting brush or building
fences or doing anything in regard to
improving the land, he would not be
covered by the bill, but would be exempt
as an agricultural employee. A farm,
I believe, is defined as an area of three
acres or more.

Mr. REVERCOMB. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield at this point for one
other question?

Mr. AIKEN. I yield.

Mr. REVERCOMB. I wish to have the
benefit of the Senator’s view, because he
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has been very much interested in this
bill and in its presentation. What would
be the situation in the case of stock farms
where cattle or sheep are raised and are
shipped in interstate commerce and
where some of the workers engaged in
the farm work are tenants who are fur-
nished a house in which to live and are
furnished a garden and are paid a
monthly salary? How would the pay of
such employees, if we may call them that,
be affected by this bill?

Mr. AIKEN. Let me read the legal
definition of agriculture as it appears in
the present law and as it remains un-
changed in the pending bill:

“Agriculture” includes farming in all its
branches and among other things includes
the cultivation and tillage of the soil, dairy-
ing, the production, cultivation, growing, and
harvesting of any agricutural or horticultural
commodities (including commodities defined
as agricultural commodities ir section 15 (g)
of the Agricultural Marketing Act, as amend-
ed), the raising of livestock, bees, fur-bear-
ing animals, or poultry, and any prac-
tices (including any forestry or lumbering
operations) performed by a farmer or on a
farm as an incident to or In conjunction
with such farming operations, including
preparation for market, delivery to storage

or to market or to carriers for transportation

to market.

It is my own personal opinion that
anyone engaged in raising livestock or
delivering livestock to market would be
exempt from the provisions of the pend-
ing bill, under the definition of “agricul-
ture” as given in the present law. A few
moments ago I remarked that if a farmer
had wood or lumber to sell, which he did
not need for his own use, he would prob-
ably be covered by the act. However, as
the Senator will see, the definition pro-
vides that the cutting of wood or lumber,
as an incident to or in conjunction with
such farming operations, is exempt. But,
as I say, I do not want the Senator to
accept me as an authority on a legal
definition.

Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield for a question?

Mr. ATEEN. I yield.

Mr, McCARRAN. Let us assume, for
example, an irrigated ranch. Farm labor
is employed in irrigation. Let us assume
the ranch is a grain ranch, and that all
the land on the ranch must be irrigated.
A number of irrigators must be employed
during the irrigating season. Would they
be covered by this bill or would they be
exempt?

Mr. ATEEN. I would say that their
status under the bill would be the same
as it is now under the present law.

Mr. McCARRAN. Idonotunderstand
that they are now covered by any law.

Mr. AIKEN. I do not either. The
Senator from Florida [Mr. PEpPER] is on
his feet. Heisa very able lawyer. I yield
to the Senator from Florida if he desires
to reply to the question of the Senator
from Nevada.

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. President, I may
say that my impression would confirm
what has been said by the able Senator
from Vermont. It is not the purpose of
the bill, in respect to agricultural and
horticultural operations, to establish a
coverage until the point of processing has
been reached.
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Mr, McCARRAN. What would be done
about threshers engaged in the thresh-
ing of grain? That is, in a way, process-
ing.

Mr. PEPPER. It is, however, a process
which takes place on the farm, I may say
to the Senator.

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. AIEEN. I yield.

Mr. TAFT. The only exemption is
with regard to a worker who is employed
in agriculture. I would not think that
the operators of an irrigation project
would be employed in agriculture, so 1
would not think they would be exempt.

Mr. McCARRAN. Certainly they are
employed in agriculture, because all our
western farms are irrigated.

Mr. TAFT. Why is the eraployee of
an irrigation company employed in ag-
riculture any more than are employees
of an electric company which supplies
electricity to a farm? It is a service in-
dustry to the farm. The man involved
is not engaged in agriculture. Of course,
he would not ordinarily be covered under
the old act, because he is not engaged in
interstate business. He is an intrastate
operator, and I would say that he is not
covered. The definition of interstate
commerce is made so broad in the new
act that I am not sure whether the man
would be exempted or not.

Mr. McCARRAN. That is what I have
in mind. On our western farms there
are thousands of acres in grain. They
have to be irrigated, and it is necessary
to employ irrigators for that purpose.
That grain goes from one State to an-
other. It goes into interstate commerce.
The question in my mind is, Are the
farmers who are engaged in irrigating
grain land and harvesting grain exempt
from the provisions of this bill?

Mr. PEPPER. That specific situation
has not been called to our attention, but
we shall be glad to obtain an authentic
interpretation from the Wages and
Hours Administration. There is nothing
which I can see in the pending bill which
would alter the present situation. I
think that the men to whom the Senator
has referred are engaged in agriculture
when they work in the fields. Their situ-
ation is not like that of an electric light
company in a nearby village which fur-
nishes electric current to a farm. The
men who are employed in an electric
light company are not engaged in agri-
culture. But as to a man who is required
to work in the field in cultivating agri-
cultural crops, I do not believe there
can be any question.

Mr, TAFT. I agree with the Senator
from Florida.

Mr. AIKEN. It is my information that
an irrigation company is already covered
under the present law. But, of course,
the ditching of the fields by the farmer
himself—I assume that he ditches his
own fields after he gets the water—would
be agriculture. At the present time an
irrigation company is covered under the
law just as is an electric-light cempany.

Mr. McCARRAN. What I am talking
about is the man who works in the field
applying water to the land. That land
produces grain, and the grain is carried
from one State to another for various
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processes until it becomes flour. My
question is, Is the man who plants and
irrigates grain engaged in a vocation
which will be covered by this bill?

Mr. AIKEN. While I can speak only
for myself, I would say that anyone en-
gaged in watering crops is engaged in an
agricultural pursuit.

Mr. McCARRAN. No; I am not talk-
ing about the farmer. I am talking aboul
his employees. Are they exempt,’in view
of the interpretations which have been
handed down that everything which ulti-
matelygoes into interstatecommerce——

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. President, if the
Senator will yield to me——

Mr. AIKEN. 1 yield to the Sesnator
from Florida.

Mr. PEPPER. First, I wish to empha-
size that the Senator from Ohio has
agreed with the statement which I made
that coverage would not extend to those
men. Next, two things would have to
oceur before the law would apply. Cov-
erage must extend to the type of activity
in which the given person is engaged.
The activity must be the production of
goods for commerce, in commerce, or
affecting commerce. But once an em-
ployee is included, in other cases he may
not be covered because of an express
and effirmative exemption, so that even
if agriculture is covered under this act
there is still an affirmative exemption as
to agricultural labor.

Mr. REVERCOMB. Mr. President, re-
ferring to another specific instance in
connection with the subject being dis-
cussed, what of the orchardist who op-
erates land devoted principally to the
production of apples or peaches which,
in most cases, enter into interstate com-
merce? In those cases there are many
regular employees on the land, on the
farm, or in the orchard. Some of them
are employed under monthly contraets.
They are furnished houses and homes in
which to live. But the farmer’s product
goes into interstate commerce. There
are also others who are employed during
the picking and packing season, and
work under seasonal contracts. What
about those employees? How will the
pay of those who work in the orchards
be affected by this bill?

Mr. AIEEN. I am sure they are ex-
empt from the coverage of this bill, Iam
equally sure that no orchardist today
can obfain that kind of help for anything
like the minimum wage provided for in
the bill.

Mr. REVERCOMB. I agree with the
Senator, but we are talking here about
a policy of pegging the price. I wish to
know what effect the bill would have as
applied to the examples to which I have
referred,

Mr. AIKEN. Harvesting, packing, and
delivery to market, or to carriers for
transportation to market, are included in
the definition of agriculture, which is ex-
empt under both the present law and the
proposed amendments.

Mr. McCARRAN, Mr. President, will
the Senator yield? I hope I do not in-
terrupt the Senator too often,

Mr. AIKEN. I gladly yield. I think
it is well to have any doubts cleared up
now instead of waiting for the courts to
do so at a later time.



1946

Mr. McCARRAN. In the West we are
interested in the type of agriculture
which is earried on in our own localities.
Let me speak of some phases of agricul-
ture in the West.. We are engaged in the
livestock business. We have a base
ranch, for example, and our livestock is
allowed to run on the open public do-
main, We have employees who go out
on that domain and take care of our
livestock. We have sheep herders and
cowhands. All the products, such as
wool from the sheep, the lambs, and the
beef go into interstate commerce. Would
the cowhands, the sheep herders, and the
sheep shearers come under this bill? We
are interested in that subject.

Mr. AIEKEN. No; I am sure that it is
not the intention of anyone to have the
workers to whom the Senator has re-
ferred included under this bill. Under
the proposed amendments they are en-
gaged just as much in agriculture as
they are under the existing law.

Mr, McCARRAN. I would agree with
the Senator, and he is undoubtedly cor-
rect, but the construction which has
been placed upon these commodities by
the Supreme Court, such as putting
everything in interstate commerce from
the time it grows until the time it is
consumed, causes me to raise the ques-
tion,

Mr. LUCAS. Mr. President, the ques-
tion raised by the able Senator from
Nevada brings up a situation which ex-
ists in my section of the country, which
is quite similar to his, although it is not
on such a large scale. I live in a sec-
tion where there are a great number
of drainage districts, and there are drain-
age commissjoners. The drainage com-
missioners are farmers living in the
drainage districts. They have hired help,
and they go out frequently to clean out
ditches and take care of the debris which
comes and goes. Obviously they are all
exempt from the provisions of the pend-
ing bill, if the irrigators are exempt. I
take it there can be no question about
that.

Mr. ATEEN. I would think so.

Mr. LUCAS. Sofar asinterstate com-
merce is concerned, the wheat farmer
and the corn farmer, in fact, everyone I
know of who raises any sort of an agri-
cultural or horticultural product, is really
engaged in industry commerce.

Mr. McCARRAN, Under the interpre-
tation.

Mr. LUCAS. Yes; under the interpre-
tation of the Supreme Court. So they
are all affected by interstate commerce,
regardless of the type or character of
agriculture they may follow.

Mr. ATEEN. Ithank the Senator from
Illinois for his observation.

I now continue with my thought, Mr.
President, and I wish to say that I agree
the time has passed when we can hire
farm labor at a lower rate than the in-
dustries in our communities pay. With
the great corporations establishing plants
in the farming areas, as they are doing
today, it is inevitable that farmers must
compete with them for the available
labor supply in those communities. A
minimum wage law will not affect this
condition; the competition will be there
anyway. It is already there. It is al-
ready a serious problem in many com-
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munities, including- some in my own
State. :

The decentralization of industry will
mean, however, that farmers will sell a
larger percentage of their production at
an increased retail price.

We are undergoing a great economic
revolution in both industry and agrioul-
ture. The day of hand labor for farm-
ers, except in certain specialty crops, is
over. We must produce at the lowest
possible cost in order to stay in a highly
competitive market,

The farmer of the future will produce
bigger crops of better quality, with higher
priced labor, with little, if any, increase
in cost of production.

He will do this by mechanizing his
farm, improving varieties, using more
fertilizer, and practicing new and im-
proved methods. Soil conservation dis-
tricts, with the use of bulldozers, ditchers,
and other heavy equipment, will put
thousands of farms, which can now be
worked only by old-fashioned methods,
in such condition that mechanized equip-
ment can be used. That is already being
done, and is being done a great deal in
New England, where the farms are snall,
and often steep and rocky.

Cooperatives will enable hundreds of
farmers in a single community to pool
their products for grading and market-
ing, thus enabling them to receive bet-
ter prices on the market.

Rural electrification will lighten the
work of both the farmer and his wife as
well as enabling the same production to
be made with less labor. '

On thousands of farms, the owners of
which have had their sons or their work-
ers drafted for the war, milking machines
and other equipment operated by elec-
tricity have enabled the farmers to get
along with less labor than they employed
before.

We are witnessing new methods of focd
processing and refrigeration will reduce
the loss in perishable crops.

The improvement of transportation
systems will reduce costs of marketing
and improved methods of farm financing
will lighten the old back-breaking load
of interest charges.

The farm worker of the future,
whether he is employed or is the owner
of the farm, will be better educated and
highly skilled.

It is useless to expect such men to work
for less than the industrial wages which
prevail in their communities.

Farmers are also interested in a high
level of industrial wages because only by
maintaining the purchasing power of
the consumers of this Nation can a
ready market be provided for the prod-
ucts of the farm.

It is equally true that only through a
high level of farm income can the prod-
tcts of industry and labor be assured a
ready market,

Our national economy does not run on
a one-way street. Whenever the income
of either industry, agriculture, or labor
falls below a safe level, the earning ca-
pacity of the other two factors is in-
evitably impaired.

As farmers, we have a definite stake
in the welfare of the Nation and we can-
not fail to observe that in any area where
low wages exist or have existed, that the
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standards of health and education are
also low.

Regardless of where such conditions
may exist, the effect is felt throughout
the entire Nation.

It is equally true that no one State or
community can keep its prosperity to it-
self, for the effect of its purchasing
power will be felt to some degree in every
State or community.

All too frequently we hear the claim
made that low wages are better for the
workingman because he can buy so much
more for a dollar, If that were true, the
short-cut to prosperity for all would be
to restore conditions prevailing in 1933
and 1934, when millions of people were
working for $12 a week or less.

Such a claim, however, is not true.
Only when earning power is high can a
family save enough money to educate
their children, to purchase dental and
medical care, and to save up money for
a rainy day.

Only by maintaining a high level of
earning power can we be assured a stable
economy that will enable us to meet the
obligations of government and to main-
tain the value of securities which have
been sold to millions of our citizens.

It is foolish to talk about going back
to prewar earnings. With a national
debt of $280,000,000,000, one would be
blind, indeed, not to see the absolute ne-
cessity of maintaining a higher level of
wages, salaries, incomes, taxes and, in
some cases, prices.

I am concerned lest after provision
has been made for the needs of indus-
try and commerce and labor, that the
needs of agriculture may be neglected.

I have always maintained that the
farmer is fully entitled to have the cost
of labor given its proper weighting in the
computation of prices under any parity
formula.

I believe the present parity formula is
outmoded. It is not applicable fo many
farm crops today, such as citrus grow-
ing, or dairying, and many other types
of agriculture. We should have been
at work on this problem months ago.

Mr. LUCAS. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. AIKEN. I yield.

Mr. LUCAS. Is the Senator willing
to apply the cost-of-production formula
under present conditions?

Mr.. ATEEN. Not in connection with
the pending bill. The Senator may re-
call that the Senator from Vermont had
an unfortunate experience once in get-
ting a committee to accept such an
amendment on a price-control bill.

Mr. LUCAS. I do not contend that
there is not some merit, perhaps, in what
the Senator says, but the question of the
formula will be raised, I presume,
through the Russell amendment before
the debate is concluded, and it is a very
important question.

Mr. AIKEN. I am not sure that the
parity formula is the proper method to
use today to insure parity income for
farmers.

Mr. LUCAS. I shall not debate that
with the Senator at the present time.

Mr. AIKEN. Nor shall I debate it. I
merely say that if it ever was the proper
formula to use, it is entirely outmoded
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now, and I bring that question up be-
cause of an amendment which will be
proposed to the minimum wage bill.

I repeat, we should have been taking
up the matter of insuring adequate agri-
cultural income a long time ago.

Unless the needs of agriculture are
met to a degree comparable to that given
to industry and labor, both industry and
labor will find that the considerations
which they have received will be of little
value.

The American farm is still the world’s
greatest market, but this bill, Mr. Pres-
ident, is not the vehicle which should be
used as a means for providing justice and
equality for the millions of our farm
families.

In reference to other proposed amend-
ments, I may say that the pending bill is
not the vehicle which should be used for
punitive or corrective labor legislation.
This is a minimum wage bill. It isnota
union bill. It is to protect workers who
do not belong to unions. Today not
many union members are earning below
the minimum presecribed in the bill.

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Mr. Pres-
ident, will the Senator from Vermont
yield?

Mr, AIEEN. 1 yield.

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. The Sen-
ator says this is not a bill in connection
with which that adjustment should be
" made. Yet, does not this bill raise the
low level of wages of farm labor, and
does not that affect the farmers?

Mr. AIKEN. The bill does not apply
to farmers or farm labor.

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. I know
that, but if raises the low level of wages
of farm labor, because it raises other
wages, and farm labor has to compete
with those wages.

Mr. AIKEN. Competition already ex-
ists. The farmer is already competing
with industry for labor over a large part
of the country, and is having to pay today
more than the minimum fixed in the pro-
posed amendment.

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Of
course; but the Senator would not be
working for the enactment of the bill if
it were not the purpose to establish wages
on levels which have been set forth in
the bill. So it does affect the farmer.

Mr. AIKEN. Whether it affects the
farmer more than he is affected by the
competition that exists anyway is a
question. As I said I concede  without
question that the farmer has got to meet
industrial wages for his community. He
is doing it today. He has to do it today.
Some of the plants within 25 miles of
my home I think pay most of their work-
ers from $26 to $35 a week, and the
farm workers actually get as much and
in some cases more take-home pay than
industrial workers do. Of course there

are high-wage industrial workers who .

receive a dollar or a dollar and twenty-
five cents an hour. There are also wood
choppers who, as the Senator from Maine
knows, are receiving from $1 to $1.25 an
hour.

Mr. LUCAS. Mr. President, will the

Senator yield?

Mr. AIKEN. I yield.

Mr. LUCAS. Of course what the Sen-
ator is talking about is something that
affects the laboring man directly. That
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is the primary purpose of the bill. When
the wage rate is increased the laboring
man himself is going to get the increase.
Prices paid on the basis of the cost of
production to the farmer go direct to
the landlord or to the farmer himself
and not to the hired man on the farm,

Mr. AIKEN. That is true.

Mr. LUCAS. Under the cost-of-pro-
duction formula the money goes directly
to the landlord. It goes to the farmer
himself. If he sees fit to pay the labor-
ing man on the farm an additional
amount, very well, but if he can hire
him for the same wage as before, he
may do so.

The point I make is that there is a
tremendous difference between the.two
proposals. In the one case we know that
if the wage rate is increased the worker
will receive the benefit of it. In the
other case we must trust to the farmer
himself who hires the laboring man to
see to it that the money will be spread
out among the workers.

Mr, AIKEN. I am glad to have the
observations of the Senator from Illinois,
But when he speaks of landlord and ten-
ants he is talking a different language
than we use in New England, because we
do not have landlords in the usual sense
of the word.

Mr. LUCAS. What do they have in
New England?

Mr. AIKEN. About 90 percent of the
New England farmers own their own
farms.

Mr. LUCAS. They own their own
farms, that isitrue; but they have to em-
ploy workers, do they not?

Mr. AIKEN, Yes.

Mr. LUCAS. Under the cost-of-pro-
duction formula, which is bound to come
up for discussion in this debate, the 90
percent who own their farms would get
the increase themselves, and it would be
up to them whether they would pass it
on to the employees they hire. If they
could hire them for the same wage as
they pay now I take it they would do so.
If they could hire them for a 10-percent
increase in wage while they were receiv-
ing under the cost-of-production for-
mula an increase of 20 percent, they
would do so, I presume. Under the cost
of-production formula the individual
who is hired to do the work is not
reached. The increase goes direct into
the pocket of the farmer who owns the
land, and whether he passes it on to the
individuals whom he is hiring is within
his discretion, depending upon what kind
of contract he can make with the hired
laborer. But this bill, as I understand,
contains an entirely different principle.
Under its terms the rate of increased pay
will be definite and certain. The laborer
will know exactly what his increase in
wages will be,

The two theories are wholly incom-
patible.

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield? ;

Mr, AIKEN. I yield.

Mr. PEPPER. As a matter of fact,
has it not been made clear by many of
those who are advocating the cost-of-
production formula or change in the
parity principle that they do not wish

this minimum wage law made applicable .

to farm labor?
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Lir. AIEEN. Personally, I think that
this is no place to attempt to make a
change in the parity formula, nor is any
type of legislation other than that which
pertains to wages and hours. Any suc-
cessful attempt to confuse the matter
under discussion or to combine farm
legislation with minimum wage legisla-
tion in a single bill would lead only to
the defeat of both objectives.

Referring to what the Senator from
Illinois said, this sudden solicitude for
the farmer’s welfare, after we have been
inactive for months, does not impress me
very favorably. The bill of course is not
perfect. Some things have been brought
out here this afternoon that ought to
have been broughi out as to who was
exempted under the hill. The Congress
should make it clear whom it intends to
cover and whom it intends to exempt
before any legislation is enacted. But
I think we should enact this legislation
now with a full realization that a heavy
moral responsibility rests upon the Con-
gress to give to those engaged in agri-
culture the just consideration which
they fully deserve and which we very
properly should also give to industry and
labor.

Mr. President, I want to repeat that
this is not the place to attempt to at-
tach such important bills as the cost of

~ production bill, the Hobbs hill, and pos-

sibly the Case bill, before we get through
with it. This is not the place to at-
tempt that kind of legislation, and I
cannot help but feel that much of that
legislation is offered not for the benefit
of those whom it is claimed to benefit but
for the purpose of killing this minimum-
wage bill. And while I might look on
some of the proposed legislation favor-
ably, if it came up by itself, I cannot lock
upon it favorably when it is brought up
in this manner in an attempt to defeat
the matter which we are now discussing.

Mr, KEILGORE. Mr. President, when
the workers of America increase the pro-
ductivity of the Nation to such an extent
that the national income reaches the un-
precedented total of $160,000,000,000, it
is an act of justice and fairness to pay
those producers a fair share of their
increased productivity.

In view of the huge national income
achieved last year, the Congress is obli-
gated simply out of the sense of the
rightness of things to raise the minimum
wage from 40 to 65 cents an hour to pro-
vide the low income workers with a fair
and equitable share of their labor and an
opportunity to buy some of the things
they produce. 1 believe that this recog-
nition comes somewhat belatedly, We
should probably have taken it into con-
sideration before; but in all fairness we
must seriously consider it now.

In 1938, when the Fair Labor Stand-
ards Act was enacted, the national in-
come was $64,200,000,000. This past year
our national income was $160,000,000,-
000—an increase of approximately 150
percent. No one will say that that was
due to an increased number of laborers
alone. We have not had such an in-
crease in our working population, so
there must have been an increase in the
productivity of American workers.

The most pertinent question to ask in
evaluating the fairness of a 65-cent mini-
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mum wage is: Have the low-paid workers
received a proportionate share of this in-
creased national income? The answer is:
“No; they have not.” If we take into ac-
count the increase in population and
the changes in prices, the national per
capita income has risen at least 75 per-
cent in 7 years. However, the low-paid
workers, many of whom achieved the 40-
cent minimum by 1941, have not received
a proportionate increase in wages. The
proposal to increase the minimum wage
is simply an effort to assure our low-paid
workers a fairer share of this increased
national income.

It is not enough to raise the minimum
wage simply to take care of the rise in the
cost of living. To do this would leave
the low-paid worker back where he was
in 1941. He would gain nothing from
the vast increase in income and produc-
tivity which the Nation has experienced
in the past few years. This is unfair,
and it could only be done by blinding
ourselves to economic realities. -A cost-
of-living raise in the minimum wage
would place the minimum figure at some-
thing more than 55 cents. A raise based
on a proportionate share of the rise in
per capita national income of 75 percent
would set the minimum at 70 cents as of
this time. The bill before us would set
70 cents for the second 2-year period,
increasing to 75 cents at the beginning
of the fifth year, by which time the in-
crease in national productivity in terms
of output per man-hour should much
more than offset the added 5 cents an
hour.

Nearly everyone recognizes the equity
of an increase to take into account the
rise in the cost of living. The basis for
such an increase is the belief that the
worker should be no worse off than he
was before the war. But the truth of the
matter is that he would be worse off as
compared with higher-income groups
than he was in 1941, if all he should re-
ceive was a cost-of-living increase. True,
the cost-of-living increase equalizes his
purchasing power. It does not, however,
put him on an equal basis with 1941 so
far as his share of the national income
is concerned. A disparity still exists, and
it is to give the low-paid workers a fairer
share of the Nation’s increase in pro-
ductivity and income that an immediate
65-cent minimum wage is essential and
is indicated by all the figures.

When there is a saving in the cost of
an article as a result, for example, of
increased efficiency or the institution of
a new invention, this saving can be re-
flected in three ways. First, the prices
of the article can be reduced by the
amount of the saving. In this case, you
and I and the other consumers benefit
immediately; and the employer and em-
ployees may benefit if the price decrease
results in a greater demand for the prod-
uct. Second, the wages of the employees
can be raised by the amount of the sav-
ing. In this case the employees benefit
immediately; but eventually many peo-
ple will benefit because the employees
will be able to buy more things with their
increased wages. Finally, the employer
may take the total saving in prefits, in
which case he or the stockholders alone
benefit immediately, and hcw many oth-

XCII—147

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE

ers will eventually benefit will depend on
how they spend or invest this money.
There was just as much purchasing
power in the United States when the
crash occurred in 1929 as there was
during the days of inflation. But that
purchasing power was frozen. The dol-
lars representing such power were not
in circulation and in the hands of con-
sumers.

In actual practice the saving is re-
flected in various combinations of these
three ways. The employer may, for ex-
ample, take a portion of the saving in
profits and give the remainder to the
employees through a wage increase. If
competition in his fleld is strong, the
employer may use all the saving to lower
the price of the article and keep his plant

" operating and his employees employed.

On the other hand, he may have equally
strong pressure from a well-organized

union and may be forced to split the sav-

ing by lowering the price and raising
wages. .
The low-income group with which we
are concerned in enacting a minimum-
wage law consists by and large of low-

' paid and generally unorganized workers.

I wish to emphasize that fact. I have
heard many statements on the floor of
Congress and on public platforms to this
effiect, “I am for the workers.” This is
a bill for the workers, and, by and large,
the unorganized workers. Their wages
are low because many of them are un-
organized and are, thus, in a weak bar-
gaining position when it comes to the
question of obtaining a share of such
productive efficiency savings as may have
occurred. If they had been organized
and were members of a strong union,
many of them would probably have been
able to demand and obtain a higher
wage—a larger share, in other words, of
the saving which I have been discussing.
Because they have not been in a strong
bargaining position with their employers,
they have not obtained as large a share
as have the organized workers of the sav-
ings resulting from increased efficiency
and technical improvements. The sav-
ings have gone rather into price de-
creases or profits. It is true that others
in society have benefited by these sav-
ings; but it is also true that the work-
ers in such low-paid industries have lost
ground proportionately because, in the
fight for a cut in the income melon cre-
ated by increased productivity and effi-
ciency, people in a stronger position have
been able to get larger slices or shares.
Thus, since VJ-day more than 6,000,000
organized workers have obtained sub-
stantial increases in wages, many of
which were 15 to 20 cents an hour over
and above previous cost-of-living ad-
justments. The unorganized worker
has not been in a position to obtain such
increases, but has had to depend upon
the generosity of the employer or the
good fortune of a tight labor market to
get any increase whatsoever.

While the income melon has been grow-
ing larger in this period, the low-paid un-
organized worker has been falling fur-
ther behind. And the probabilities are,

. if we can judge by the experience of what

happened after the First World War, that
this group of workers is going to fall even
further behind because this income melon
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is going to increase by leaps and bounds.
Productivity and manufacturing which
will begin to go up rapidly now that re-
conversion is well under way, increased
about 10 percent a year for the first 3
years after the last World War. It is
expected that a similar yearly increase
will take place after this war and that by
1950 the index will stand at 40 to 50 per-
cent higher than in 1938, When manu-
facturers begin to purchase the new
machines and equipment which they were
unable to buy during the war because of
the rigid controls over such items, the
same process of introducing new labor-
saving devices at a high rate and on a
broad scale will undoubtedly begin again,
resulting in greatly increased output per
man-hour. That is all to the good, but
we must assure the low-paid worker a
fair share of the benefits resulting from
this increased productivity, A minimum
wage of af least 65 cents, rising to 75
cents, will do much toward achieving
this end.

Let us look for a moment at what has
happened to various economic groups as
the national income has risen since 1938.
Unfortunately, so far as the wage and
salary earner is concerned, the figures on
the annual earnings by industrial groups
do not go beyond 1943, However, there
is enough material available to indicate
very specifically what the trend has been
and how irregular have been the in-
creases in income among wage earners
and salaried employees by industrial
groups. The per capita income of the
country increased 92 percent in the years
between 1939 and 1943. However, the
average annual earnings per full-time
employee in all private industries in-
creased only 61.4 percent during this
period. This is an average for all in-
dustries and there are striking dif-
ferences between industries as to the

“amount of increase in average annual

earnings. The average annual earnings
for employees in agriculture, forestry,
and fisheries, for example, increased
107.4 percent between 1939 and 1943.
This compares with an increase of only
22.6 percent for employees in the com-
munications and public-utilities indus-
tries and 17.3 for employees in finance,
insurance, and real estate—in other
words, the white-collar workers. The
average annual earnings of employees in
contract construction went up 97.6 per-
cent in this period, largely, I think, be-
cause of the cost-plus-fixed-fee con-
tracts. In some cases the country was
paying the increase in the end. This in-
crease was far above the average, while
the earnings of employees of the manu-
facturing industries went up 72.3 percent
or somewhat above the average increase.
Employees in all the other industrial di-
visions such as mining, wholesale and re-
tail trade, transportation, and services
all had increases which were in varying
degrees less than the.average increase in
annual earnings of 61.4 percent. This
gives a startling picture as to how hap-~
hazard has been the increase in annual
earnings among workers as the national
income has risen.

Mr. President, this is something of in-
terest when we are discussing the ques-
tion of strikes. There is a lack of a level-
ing-off and a decent equalization in the
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wage structures of this country. Em-
ployees in some industrial groups have
received a far larger share of this in-
crease in national income than have em-
ployees in other industries. The lumber
industry, for example, has ridiculously
low wage scales. The wages in that in-
dustry are far below the minimum of 65
cents an hour. We are now crying for
lumber with which to build houses and
wonder why it is not being produced.

As the national income has gone up
the employees in such industries as com-
munications and public utilities, whole-
sale and retail trade, and transportation
and services have fallen particularly far
behind. Furthermore, within the man-
ufacturing group itself it is very clear
that there were vast discrepancies be-
tween types of manufacturing—the earn-
ings of certain groups of workers rising
above the average of 72.3 percent and
the earnings of other groups falling far
below this figure. One of the principal
reasons for this variation, of course, has
been the longer hours worked in the war
industries. A boost in the minimum
wage, as is contemplated under the bill
which we are discussing, will help to
rectify some of the inequities as to the
distribution of our vastly increased na-
tional income.

When the distribution of our national
income gets out of balance, there is
trouble. I remember that, during the
depression, the farmers in the Middle
West were burning wheat and corn, and
coal miners in my State could not eat the
coal which they mined but they could not
sell it to the wheat farmers, who would
much rather have burned the coal and
sold their wheat. That situation result-
ed from a failure to distribute national
income more properly.

It is also interesting to note how the
little businessman and the independent
farmers have fared during the years
from 1938 through 1945. The net in-
come of proprietors, that is to say,
proprietors of small businesses, small
mercantile establishments, filling sta-
tions, and so forth—which roughly covers
this group, increased from $10,100,000,-
000 in 1938 to $25,600,000,000 in 1945.
The income of agricultural proprietors
went up from $4,000,000,000 in 1938 to
$12,500,000,000 in 1945, That group com-
pares with nonagricultural proprietors
whose net income went from $6,100,000,-
000 in 1938 to $13,100,000,000 in 1945, As
to big business, corporate profits before
Federal income taxes increased from
$5,500,000,000 in 1939, which was inci-
dentally a very much more profitable
year than 1938, to $24,900,000,000 in 1944,
or an increase of 350 percent. While
these profits constituted only 6.2 percent
of the gross national product in 1939, in
1944 they represented 12.5 percent of the
gross national product, or twice as great
a percentage as in 1939.

In a country which has such a large
national income and productive capacity
as ours, there should be no question that
the lowest paid wage earner should get
at least 65 cents an hour—which, on the
basis of a 40-hour week, would yield him
$26, and in the years when he works a
full 52 weeks, taking no vacation, would
yvield him annual earnings of $1352.

That is why we are trying to pass this
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bill. Even that income will not allow
him to break even if he is the wage earner
for an average urban family with two or
more members. He will have to earn
over $2,000 a year in: order to reach such
a happy state of affairs that he will not
find himself going steadily into debt each

-year.

There is no question that there are em-
ployees who are so incompetent that even
in a high-wage-paying industry they
might not be worth 65 cents an hour to
an employer. I believe, however, that
this type of employee constitutes a very
small percentage of the workers with
whom I am—and with whom all of us
are—concerned in enacting a minimum
wage law. I wish to call attention to the
very large group of low-wage earners
who are perfectly competent, but who
through the chance of economic and so-
cial forces beyond their own individual

. control find themselves in a low-wage-

paying industry. You might ask, “Why
do not they get out and get themselves
a job in a high-wage-paying industry?”
The answer is that many of them do
exactly that. Millions of workers pulled
up stakes during the war and flocked to
the industrial centers where ships and
airplanes and tanks and guns were being
built; and, as many of us know, they are
still stranded there because they cannot
get jobs back home that will yield them
a living. But everyone cannot and could
not work in Detroit or Los Angeles or
Wichita or Seattle or Baltimore or Nor-
folk or any of a number of industrial
centers of that type.

Now that the war is over, many of
those workers must go to other places to
seek work at lower hourly rates, to say
nothing of lower weekly take-home pay.
They must go into industries where the
forces that make for high wages are not
present, and they musi accept the going
rate if they are to be employed at all.’

Mr. President, on that one point let
me say that we talk about rates, but
rates do not feed families. It is the
take-home dollars on the pay table, based
upon the total number of hours of work
in the week, that feed the family and
pay the doctor and the dentist and keep
a roof over the heads of the members of
the family. The only thing we can do
with rates is to try to increase the take-
home pay so that the workers will have
enough to live on. Employees should
not be penalized because of the happen-
stance that they are working in indus-
tries where the wages are low. For in-
stance, during the war we never were able
to correct that condition in respect to
the foundry industry, which was almost
stalled in 1944 and 1945, for the foundry
industry was paying such a low wage
rate that it was impossible to hire the
employees who were needed in the foun-
dries. Yet we were unable to get the
wages raised sufficiently to take care of
that situation, and the low wage rate
in the foundries is a factor which is still
holding back the production of foundries.
Frankly, Mr. President, during the re-
conversion period we must build up the
foundry business if we expect to get our
machines and production going.

In the interest of our economy as a
whole, I believe we should fake steps to
protect the workers in such industries
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so that.they will not keep falling behind
in the sharing of our increasing national
income and over-all productivity. There
is no question that at the present time
the average income of the organized
workers in the mass-production indus-
tries—or at least those who are employed
for longer than 40 weeks a year—is
higher than the income of the average
American worker.

As the prosperity of this great country
of ours steadily rises, it will be felt by all
groups. This prosperity will, in fact,
grow even greater if the workers at the
bottom of the income group have suffi-
cient income to maintain themselves and
their families at as high a standard of
living as possible, thereby making it pos-
sible for those people to buy the products
of the other workers as well as the prod-
ucts of their own work, and thereby keep-
ing the national income at a high level.
When the income of an urban worker at
the minimum wage rises from the present
level of 40 cents or $800 a year—and
imagine living on that amount of money,
with OPA ceilings what they are today—
to 65 cents, or $1,300 a year, he spends
about 40 percent more money on food,
for example, which would naturally have
a tremendous effect on the income of the
farmer.

Mr. President, let me point out here
that with increased incomes paid to
workers in the big industrial centers, the
pounds of food—not the cost of food—
but the pounds of food consumed by the
American public rises accordingly, show-
ing that in spite of the pride we take in
our American prosperity and our stand-
ards of living, there were definite num-
bers of people in the United States of
America who did not have enough to eat.
For instance, such a worker spends
about twice as much money on clothing,
which will affect greatly the incomes of
workers in the textile and apparel fields,
as well as the cotton farmers and proces-
sors, to the extent that cotton is the base
for the clothing. He spends about 60
percent more for tobacco, which will ben-
efit that industry and the tobacco farmer.
He spends three times as much on auto-
mobiles, which will affect the employment
of workers in that vast industry.

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield at this point?

Mr. KILGORE. I yield.

Mr. PEPPER. I understand that the
Senator has suggested that one of the
beneficial features of the pending bill is
that it will distribute the national in-
come and what might be called the na-
tional prosperity a little more generously,
at least, to the people at the bottom of
the economic structure.

Mr. EILGORE. That is part of what
the bill will do, I say to the Senator from
Florida. But there is an additional
incentive, and it is a selfish one—
namely, that by so doing we increase the
market for the products of the members
of all strata. We increase the amount
of work done because we enable thaf
worker to buy enough to enable him to
live, not just to exist. In other words,
his increased pay will be felt by others—
particularly it will help farmers—and
that in turn will increase the earnings of
his employer and will give that employee
more work. Of course, we say that “roll-
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ing stones gather no moss,” but we realize
that moving dollars produce income,
whereas stagnant dollars produce depres-
sions.

Mr, PEPPER, Mr. President, I Heart-
ily concur in the Senator’s opinion. In
view of what he has just said, does it not
follow that Senators representing big
industrial States, for example, which
already have a high wage level will, nev-
ertheless, be interested in this bill be-
cause it will create new markets and
larger markets for the products that are
turned out by the industrial machines in
those States?

Mr. KILGORE. Let me reply to the
distinguished Senator from Florida by
saying that an industrialist—I shall not
mention his name—said to me that in
a certain State where the wage level was
low, his plant paid wages on a level
with those paid in a State where the
wage level was high. I asked him why
that was done. I said to him, “Is it not
true that you are able to obtain em-
ployees who will work at lower wages?”
He said, in reply, “Yes; but employees
who work on that wage level are not able
to buy the things we make. We are sell-
ing those things, and we want our em-
ployees to receive wages which will enable
them to purchase our products.”

That illustration gives a picture of the
need of industrialists for a more equita-
ble halance of wages in the entire econ-
omy.

Mr, PEPPER. Mr, President, will the
Senator yield for a further'question?

Mr. KILGORE. I yield.

Mr. PEFPER. When we talk about
the low-income groups, are we not some-
times in danger of overlooking the fact
that they constitute roughly half of the
population of the United States, instead
of being just an insignificant minority?

Mr. KILGORE. That is correct. I
believe they constitute approximately 60
percent or 70 percent of our working
force, and, of course, when we also count
their dependents they constitute many
more than half the population of the
United States.

It is thus very much in the interest of
organized workers in the heavy goods
industries, as well as workers in agricul-
ture and agricultural processing, that
the low-income group get a fair propor-
tion of the increasing national income
and productivity.

Let me cite one personal experience.
The town in which I live is largely de-
pendent upon the coal mines. Wages
are fixed, but the number of days of work
a week are not fixed. When the coal
business slacks off and the workers are
reduced from 5 days of work a week to
4 days a week, we find that every busi-
ness in the town is affected and every
farmer in the county is affected and
farmers in surrounding counties are af-
fected. When the workweek is reduced
to 3 days, the effect is more pronounced
than ever; and when the workweek gets
down to 2 days, it is almost necessary for
the stores to shut for all the days of
the week except Saturday.

Mr. President, the enactment of the
legislation here proposed is the only way
of assuring a steadily expanding national
income. The old saying that *‘a chain is
as strong as its weakest link” has much
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pertinence in the era in which this coun-
try is about to enter. A large group of
workers working at very low wages can
only mean a constant drag and drain on
our whole economy, because it is impos-
sible for those workers to buy many of
the products of American industry. On
the other hand, if no group of workers
is allowed to go below a certain basic
minimum, a strong and prosperous era is
more nearly assured, because then the
workers are able to buy what they should
have if they are to live in the way in
which we want decent Americans to
live—in the American way.

On the other hand, it is not only to the
financial interest of us all that our weak-
est economic link—the below-standard
wage earner—be strengthened, but it is
also fair and just to that group that the
means be found whereby they will be
assured to the greatest extent of a share
of our expanding national income which
will enable them to achieve as high a
standard of living as possible.

Mr. President, allow me to say one
thing further. Efforts have been made
to eliminate from the picture certain
types of store employees. As a judge on
the bench for 8 years, I found that one
of the greatest causes of crime and, may
I say, of prostitution, was the substand-
ard wage being paid by the operators of
certain types of stores to their employees,
thereby preventing those employees from
receiving sufficient income to pay for
clothing and other necessities. We must
raise our standard of civilization and be
willing to pay enough so that such per-
sons as those to whom I have referred do
not have to stoop to unsocial practices
which they find necessary in order to
live,

It is not enough to use 1938 as a base
and provide for an increase in the mini-
mum wage which will meet the increased
cost of living that has taken place since
1938. Bear in mind, Mr, President, that
when I previously used the term “cost of
living” I was talking about the cost of
existence, because I challenge any Mem-
ber of the Senate to go out with me for
any period of time and live on 40 cents
an hour, or even 65 cents per hour, and
at the same time try to raise a family.

We must start with a new base; 1946
is not 1938. In 1946 we face economic
conditions which are far more favorable
than they were in 1938. We must give
full recognition to that fact. To do
otherwise would be to blind ourselves to
basic economic realities and take a step
backward in our goal to eliminate wage
levels which are detrimental to the main-
}:enance of a minimum standard of liv-

ng.

Mr, President, this bill must be passed
without crippling amendments, and
without amendments which would elim-
inate certain strata of society. We must
restore a large portion of the lower-wage
bracket to where those within it may live.
What sense is there in the world in clas-
sifying a truck driver who happens to
haul farm produce as a farm laborer
when he is driving alongside of a truck
driver who is hauling gasoline and who
is not classified as a farm laborer? If
we do that then let us say that the man
who eats the product of the farm is a
farm laborer. I think that to adopt that
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attitude would be no more extravagant
than to adopt some of the definitions
which some are proposing to inject into
the bill,

Mr. President, this bill must be passed
as it was reported out by the Committee
on Education and Labor, with provisions
for a minimum wage which will be in
line'with the social and economic aspira-
tions of our country. That is the key to
prosperity. It is the key which we may
well follow, It is the key which will keep
us out of real inflation and out of de-
pression. It is the key which will keep
the economy of the country moving
along, so that 3 years from now, 5 years
from now, or 10 years from now, wheat
farmers in the Middle West will not be
burning wheat in their stoves, and coal
miners in West Virginia will not be beg-
ging from door to door, and other work-
ers in the industrial sections will not be
confronted with economic conditions
which threaten to destroy them. Those
conditions are what we must avoid in the
future. Let us look at the future, al-
ways to the future, but let us not forget
the past.

THE INTERNATIONAL SITUATION AND
AMERICA'S FOREIGN POLICY

Mr, MOORE. Mr. President, the Pres-
ident of the United States is quoted as
saying that all he knows about Russian
troop movements into the Near East is
what he reads in the newspapers. For
some time the American people have had
the uncomfortable feeling that the inter-
national situation was drifting from bad
to worse. This feeling is emphasized by
public statements of the Secretary of
State and others which are being inter-
preted as a warning that this Govern-
ment must be prepared to take a firmer
position with respect to the policy of im-
perialism being evidenced. by Russia.
Underneath our nervousness, however,
has been the abiding confidence that
our Government was in touch with de-
velopments, and that the statements of
the Secretary of State and the compla-
cency of the President were based on
a sound knowledge of current interna-
tional developments. Now to be told by
the President that all he knows about the
situation is what he reads in the news-
papers is, to say the least, disturbing in
the extreme.

Mr. President, it appears from the press
that a fully equipped Russian Army is on
the march. Undoubtedly American
lend-lease guns, planes, tanks, and trucks
are being used by the Russian Army.
In view of this situation, I do not think
it amiss to call public attention to the
contract under which these implements
of war were furnished to the Russian
Government. Article 5 of the Soviet
master lend-lease agreement provides:

The Government of the Union of Soviet
Socialist Republics will return to the United
States of America at the end of the present
emergency, as determined by the President of
the United States of America, such defense
articles transferred under this agreement as
shall not have been destroyed, lost or con-
sumed, and as shall be determined by the
President to be useful in the defense of the
United States of America or of the Western
Hemisphere, or to be otherwise of use to the
United States of America.
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I should like to call attention also to
the fact that the acceptance by Russia of
the principles of the so-called Atlantic
Charter was a condition upon which the
lend-lease agreement was entered into
by this Government,

Let it be remembered that in subserib-
ing to principles of the Atlantic Charter,
Russia agreed:

First. That she sought no aggrandize-
ment, territorial or other;

Second. She desired to see no territo-
rial changes that did not accord with the
freely expressed wishes of the peoples
concerned; and

Third. She respected the right of all
peoples to choose the form of government
under which they will live; and she
wished to see sovereign rights and self-
government restored to those who had
been forcibly deprived of them.

Mr. President, so long as the Presi-
dent fails officially to terminate the war,
the Russian Government is technically
entitled to retain and use the imple-
ments of war that are supporting her
armed invasion of the Middle East. The
retention of this equipment makes it
even possible for Russia to enforce her
violation of the lend-lease agreement.
The administration failed, immediately
upon the close of the war to insist upon
Russia’s compliance with the agreement
by returning all lend-lease equipment
capable of being used to make war. In-
stead, it now appears that we are con-
tinuing the delivery to Russia of lend-
lease supplies of more than a quarter of
a billion dollars on credit maturing over
a period of 30 years.

The admission of the President that he
is wholly uninformed of the situation ex-
cept what he sees in the press, the failure
of the administration to insist that the
Russian Government respects its agree-
ment, the continuation of almost $300,-
000,000 of lend-lease to Russia after the
war against a credit maturing over a pe-
riod of more than 30 years, although the
President had previously indicated by
public statements that lend-lease aid
had been terminated, are disclosures
which operate to shake the confidence
of the people in the wisdom and integ-
rity of the administration.

The American people are hungry for a
leadership that will be frank, open, hon-
est, and forthright in ifs dealings at
home and abroad. They are tired of se-
cret agreements and secret commit-
ments. They are appalled and confused
at the conflicting statements from the
White House and the Secretary of State.
It is beginning to appear that our con-
fusion and inadequacy in international
relations is as great as it is on the domes-
‘tic front.

ADDRFSS OF A. F. OF L. PRESIDENT GREEN

Mr. WILLIS. Mr. President, every
once in a while, amid a multitude of
printed matter which reaches my desk
and the desk of every other Senator, I
come across a speech, or a brochure, that
stands out from the mass of other
material.

Such is the brief speech of William
Green, president of the American Fed-
eration of Labor, recently delivered by
him before the Carbondale (Pa.) Central
Labor Union. I personally believe that
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Mr. Green has made a most meritorious
and apropos statement for these times.

I invite the attention of my colleagues
to some basic principles of government
on which Mr. Green touched. After
painting the picture of shortages which
we all know exists today, Mr. Green made
references to the “growth of Government
encroachment upon the economic free-
dom of our people.”

“That was inevitable,” he pointed out,
in view of the war. “But it did not end
with the war. That could have been
avoided—and it must be stopped!”

Later, Mr. Green made the following
statement for labor—and I know that
every American laboring man ‘who is not
gj Communist or a Fascist will agree with

m-—

We cannot accept a regimented economic
philosophy formulated and imposed upon the
workers by the Government. Freedom and
liberty are just as essential to the welfare of
the workers as the “four freedoms” are to
all the people of our own country and all
others throughout the world.

Later in this speech Mr. Green pointed
out that “at the moment, neither labor
nor industry know where they stand nor
where they are heading in the future.”

Employers are afraid to make commit-
ments for fear of disaster,” he says.
“Production is stalled.”

I submit to Senators who believe in
real freedom, and who are fighting with
millions of Republicans against the
ever-increasing encroachments of the
Federal patronage machine, that Wil-
liam Green has made a statement that
deserves consideration of every true
American. I therefore ask unanimous
consent that his statement be printed in
the Recorp at the conclusion of my re-
marks.

There being no objection, the state-
ment was ordered to be printed in the
REcorp, as follows: |

More than 6 months have passed since
VJ-day. By this time we should have been
well along on the road to postwar recovery.
Such is not the case.

Instead of peace bringing order out of
chaos, it has added even worse confusion
to our economy. Rapld exXpansion of in-
dustrial production has failed to material-
ize., Shortages of the necessities of life and
housing are daily becoming more acute.
Prices are still going up. The forces of in-
flation are on the march. The Government
with one hand solemnly pledges to “hold the
line” and with the other deliberately creates
a serious bulge. Federal agencies, Instead of
eliminating wartime contrels, are imposing
new and even more baflling regulations. In-
creases in wage rates obtained by organized
labor through collective bargaining are rap-
idly being wiped out by higher living costs,
Congress is in revolt against anything the
President recommends,

This is not an exaggerated picture I have
drawn. It squares with the harsh facts in
every particular. And these facts, added
together, represent a threat to the future
of the American way of life which the work-
ers of our country dare not ignore.

It is not my purpose here to place the
blame for the present unsatisfactory situa-
tion on any Individual or group. I prefer to
point out where our natlonal policies have
devinted from the true path and to indicate
how we can regain the road to postwar re-
covery with the least possible delay.

The big danger we face is the establishment
of a permanent economy in our country reg-
ulated and regimented from beginning to end
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by the Federal Government. That is a step
toward totalitarianism. When freedom of
enterprise for labor and for business is wiped
out by government, every other freedom
enjoyed by the people stands in jeopardy.

Let us concede that the growth of govern-
ment encroachment upon the economic free-
dom of our people began with the war. That
‘was inevitable. But it did not end with the
war, That could have been avoided—and it
must be stopped. |

I am convinced that President Truman
approached the Nation's postwar problems in
the right spirit and with every determina-
tion to restore a normal economy as promptly
as the necessary changes could be safely
effected. He told me so. I believed him and
I still believe in his sincerity. But the
tragic truth is that he received and listened
to the wrong advice.

Consider what happened in the field of
labor-management relations. When the
trade-union movement sought to cushion
the shock of reconversion after VJ-day by ne-
gotiating increases in wage rates for the
Nation’s workers to make up for the loss in
take-home pay due to reduction of working
hours and elimination of overtime, the Pres-
ident summoned a labor-management con-
ference in Washington to recommend meth-
ods by which such programs could be settled
peacefully and without undue delay.

The conference deliberated several weeks
and arrived at certain constructive conclu-
sions.. Its two major recommendations were:

1. That collective bargaining should be
universally adopted as the only practical
method of settling labor-management dis-
putes in a satisfactory way.

2. That when collective bargaining failed
to bring about agreement, labor and man-
agement should be willing to submit issues
left in dispute to voluntary arbitration.

This expression of the management-labor
conference refiects the economic philosophy
originated, advocated, and practiced by the
American Federation of Labor. It empha-
sizes freedom of action on the part of free
working men and women who have organized
themselves into free, democratic unions. Its
chief objective is the elimination of com-
pulsory arbitration and of Government in-
tervention or domination in collective bar-
gaining and wage standards. These findings

«fall to satisfy certain elements who not only

favor, but rely upon, Government interven-
tion in the fixing of wage standards. They
seem to fail to grasp the fact that if Gov-
ernment can give, it can also take away.

Labor has fought from the beginning for
the enjoyment of the right to organize into
free, democratic unions and to bargain col-
lectively on equal terms with employers. -It
cannot afford to compromise upon these fun-
damental principles. Through its steadfast
devotion to this line of procedure, ized
labor has established itself as a vital force
in the economic and industrial life of the
Nation. It has mobilized its economic
strength and through the exercise of its
power, strength, and infiluence has served to
promote the economie and social welfare of
the working men and women of our country.

We cannot accept a regimented economic
philosophy formulated and imposed upon the
workers by the Government. Instead, we in-
sist and demand that labor shall be accorded
the right to form its own unions, to consoli-
date and utilize its resources and its eco-
nomic strength in conformity with demo-
cratic principles and procedure. Freedom
and liberty are just as essential to the wel-
fare of the workers as the four freedoms
are to all the people of our own country
and a1l others throughout the world.

It is universally recognized that President
Truman has been under severe pressure.
However, he could have insisted that all labor
disputes be settled by collective bargaining
and voluntary arbitration without Govern-
ment intervention. Instead, he listened to
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incompetent advisers who concocted a magic
formula for him—another easy way out.
This formula called for the settlement of
labor-management disputes by Government
fact-finding boards and for the imposition
of compulsory cooling-off periods. The
American Federation of Labor promptly an-
nounced its opposition to any such invasion
of labor's fundamental right to strike and
the inaguration of compulsory arbitration by
Government—which is what the fact-finding
procedure amounted to. Industry rebelled
against inspection of its books and investi-
gation of its profits by fact-finding boards.
Without waiting for specific congressional
authorization, the President appointed a few
experimental fact-finding boards and their
utter failure in practice persuaded Congress
to reject the President's recommendation for
the enactment of fact-finding board legis-
lation. :

Because of these upsetting developments,
the President and his advisers erroneously de~
cided to reestablith war emergency control
over wages and collective bargaining. This,
in my opinion, was a grave mistake. Follow-
ing the lifting of war emergency restrictions
upon collective bargaining after VJ-day, the
representatives of millions of workers made
definite progress in the settlement of wage
scales and wage standards through genuine
unrestricted collective bargaining. This
progress was abruptly terminated as a re-
sult of the announcement of a new stabili-
gation policy on the part of the Government,

Under the new stabilization policy, a for-
mula for wages has been set up similar in
prineiple to the Little Steel formula and Gov-
ernment agencies must pass upon wage agree-
ments before they can be applied and ac-
cented, Workers still remember how they
resented the restrictions placed upon col-
lective bargaining and those who partici-
pated in collective bargaining through the
establishment, maintenance and application
of the Little Steel formula. They protest
against the application of the principle of a
wage formula particularly now when the war
emergency period has passed. The new sta-
bilization policy places labor in an inescap-
able Government strait-Jacket by requiring
prior approval from the Wage Stabilization
Board of any wage increase which will be
used by an employer as a basis for applica-
tion for higher price ceilings.

It was indeed unfortunate that certain
influences caused the administration to bar-
ter and bargain at the expense of the con-
suming public, including the wage earners,
at a critical period in the economic life
of the Nation. The net result of it all is to
subject millinns of wage earners to the danger
of inflation. Increases in wages mean noth-
ing to wage earners if prices are to soar and
the cost of living constantly mount. His-
tory records that prices increase more rapidly
than wages., Such a policy is economically
unsound. It is inflationary in prineiple and
wage earners pay more heavily than any
other class of people when uncontrolled in-
flation prevails.

I am confident that time and experlence
will prove the soundness and validity of
a free economy as compared with a con-
trolled, regimented economy. The stabiliza-
tion policy originated by the administration
and inaugurated by Government decree does
not square with the American way of life.
It is in contradiction to the basic principles
upon which our democratic form of govern=-
ment rests. We must unite in defense of
the principles of freedom, liberty, and de-
mocracy and in the preservation of a iree
economy, free democratic unions, freedom to
bargain collectively without Government in-
terference or domination, and freedom to
exercise those inherent rights conferred upon
us by the Constitution of the United States.
We realize that all these rights will be im-
paired if not destroyed if the Nation becomes
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permanently subjected to a regimented econ=

omy.

At the moment neither labor nor indus-
try know where they stand nor where they
are heading in the future. Employers are
afraid to make commitments for fear of dis-
aster. Production is stalled. Reactionary
elements in Congress are taking advantage
of the opportunity to attempt to wreck the
entire system of price control. Powerful in-
flation lobbies are alding and abetting this
move. In addition they are backing con-
gressional attempts to enact the worst anti-
labor legislation ever proposed in Washing-
ton.

How can these dangerous trends be halted?
How can we restore sane and sensible con=-
ditions which will be clear to all and en-
couraging to all?

I propose, first, that the present crazy=-
quilt stabilization program be scrapped and
that the President invite representatives of
labor, industry, and agriculture to confer with
him on the draffing of an entirely new one
which will be fair and ‘just to the entire
Nation.

Secondly, I recommend that this new pol-
iey be adopted for the duration of not more
than 1 year, with the unequivocal commit-
ment that at the expiration of that time all
Government controls on wages and prices be
dropped.

Finally I urge with all the emphasis at my
command that the Government eliminate it-
self from the sphere of labor-management
relations except for offering a strengthened
Conciliation Service to both parties and allow
labor and industry to work out their prob-
lems through the proper methods of collec-
tive bargaining and voluntary arbitration.

In my opinion, even our great country can-
not indefinitely sustain the strain of living
from one emergency to the next without
relief. We must set ourselves a reasonable
dead line to get back to a normal basis and
meet that deadline, The American Federa-
tion of Labor will do its utmost to help
achieve that goal in the interests of pre-
serving the American way of life for the
American people.

AUTHORIZATION FOR COMMITTEE ON
APPROPRIATIONS TO REPORT A BILL
Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. Mr. Pres-

ident, I ask unanimous consent that dur-

ing the recess of the Senate, which I

understand will be until Tuesday, the

Committee on Appropriations may be

authorized to file a report on the bill (H.

R. 5400) making appropriations for the

fiscal year ending June 30, 1947, for civil

functions administered by the War De-
paritment, and for other purposes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Gos-
serT in the chair). Without objection,
it is so ordered.

EXECUTIVE SESSION

Mr. PEPPER. I move that the Senate
proceed to the consideration of executive
business.

The motion was agreed to; and the
Senate proceeded to the consideration of
executive business,

EXECUTIVE MESSAGE REFERRED

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
Gosserr in the chair) laid before the
Senate a message from the President
of the United States submitting the
nomination of Lt. Gen. Walter Bedell
Smith, United States Army, to be Am-
bassador Extraordinary and Plenipoten-
tiary of the United States of America
to the Union of Soviet Socialist Repub-
lics, which was referred to the Committee
on Foreign Relations.
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The following favorable reports of
nominations were submitted:

By Mr. WALSH, from the Committee on
Naval Affairs: .

Vice Adm. Arthur 8. Carpenter, United
States Navy, to be a vice admiral in the Navy, -
for temporary service, to rank from the 3d
day of April 1945,

By Mr. McKELLAR, from the Committee
on Post Offices and Post Roads:

Sundry postmasters.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. If there
be no further reports of committees, the
clerk will state the nominations on the
Executive Calendar,

FOREIGN SERVICE

The legislative clerk proceeded to read

sundry nominations in the foreign
service.
Mr. PEPPER. I ask unanimous con-

sent that thae foreign-service nomina-
tions be confirmed en bloc.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, the foreign-service nomi-
nations are confirmed en bloc.

UNITED STATES FUBLIC HEALTH SERVICE

The legislative clerk proceeded to read
sundry nominations in the United States
Public Health Service.

Mr. PEPPER. 1 ask unanimous con-
sent that the Public Health Service nom-
inations be confirmed en bloc.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the nominations are confirmed
en bloc.

POSTMASTERS

The legislative clerk proceeded to read
sundry nominations of postmasters.

Mr. PEPPER. 1 ask unanimous con-
sent that the postmaster nominations be
confirmed en bloc.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the nominations are confirmed
en bloc. J

That concludes the Executive Calen-
dar.

RECESS TO TUESDAY

Mr. PEPPER. Asin legislative session,
Imove that the Senate take a recess until
12 o’clock noon on Tuesday next.

The motion was agreed to; and (at 4
o’clock and 2 minutes p. m.) the Senate
took a recess until Tuesday, March 19,
1946, at 12 o’clock meridian.

NOMINATION

Executive nomination received by the
Senate March 15 (legislative day of
March 5), 1946:

DrpLOMATIC AND FOREIGN SERVICE

Lt. Gen. Walter Bedell Smith, United States
Army, to be Ambassador Extraordinary and
Plenipotentiary of the United States of
America to the Union of Soviet Socialist
Republics.

CONFIRMATIONS

Executive nominations confirmed by
the Senatée March 15 (legislative day of
March 5), 1946:

FOREIGN SERVICE
TO BE CONSULS GENERAL OF THE UNITED STATES
OF AMERICA

Prescott Childs
Earl L. Packer

George Tait
Maurice W. Altafler
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YO BE CONSULS OF THE UNITED STATES OF
AMERICA
Foy D. Echler Martin J, Hillenbrand
Reginald Bragonier, Frederick J. Mann
Jr. J. KEittredge Vinson
William Belton G. Frederick Reinhardt
V. Lansing Collins, Jr. Miss Eathleen Moles-
Fulton Freeman worth
UniTEp STATES PUBLic HEALTH SERVICE
APPOINTMENTS AND PROMOTIONS
To be assistant surgeons
Leonard T. Eurland Thomas A. Burch
Howard N. Frederick- James R. Mason

son John J. Antel
Robert B. Shelby Gove Hambidge, Jr.
Carl A. Boswell John F. Bell

Willlam A. Himmels-
bach Andrew L. Hoekstra
Lewis Francis Gordon B. Wheeler
To be senior assistant surgeons
Milton 1. Roemer Charles R. Hayman
Earl H. Webster Ira Lewis
Harry E. Malley Wolcott L. Etienne
To be temporary senior assistant surgeons
Robert J, Burleson Martin J, Ittner
Thomas O. Dorr Marvin W. Evans
Harold B. Alexander
To be temporary surgeons
Robert J. Anderson Robert N. Lord
Kenneth W. Chapman Carl L. Larson
Henry D. Ecker Jack A. End
Gabriel P. Ferrazzano James F, Maddux
Emerson Y. Gledhill Mark E. Myers
Robert Mc. Mitchell . Lloyd F. Summers
Robert M. Thomas Randolph P. Grimm
To be temporary medical director
Egbert M. Townsend.
To be temporary senior pharmacists
Raymond D. Kinsey.
Thomas C. Armstrong.
POSTMASTERS
ARKANSAS
Lamar W. Grisham, Pickens.
LOUISIANA
Oscar B. Buck, Mansfield.
NORTH CAROLINA
Bonnie M. Godley, Grimesland,
OELAHOMA

Robert G. Blackwell, Calvin,
Alice O. Beckham, Foss,

OREGON

Ada M. McFall, Camas Valley.
Oliver C. Gardner, Nelscott,

SOUTH DAKOTA
Floyd O. Clark, Bison.

John G. Roblnson

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Fripay, Marcu 15, 1946

The House met at 12 o'clock noon.

The Chaplain, Rev, James Shera
Montgomery, D. D., offered the following
prayer:

Father of mercies, we bless Thee that
Thou hast given Thine only begotten
Son in the frailty of human flesh to
walk our ways, endure our sorrows, and
taste the bitterness of death; girded with
this eternal truth, help us to stand im-
movable. Out of the realm of human
tendencies, O lift us into the plentitude
of Thy grace and into the mystery and
secret of the Most High. In these mo-
mentous days, O God, open our eyes
that we may see to follow Thee. We
praise Thee that not until the human
soul is quenched can religion die; not
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until the last tear is shed, the last pulse
of love has throbbed will the life of our
Saviour lose its power among men. The
world has its nights and its days, but
Thy holy word standeth sure and im-
mutable. Glory be to Thy holy name,
O Lord God of the ages. Amen.

The Journal of the proceedings of yes-
terday was read and approved.

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE

A message from the Senate, by Mr.
Frazier, its legislative clerk, announced
that the Senate had passed a concurrenf
resolution of the following title, in
which the concurrence of the House is
requested:

S.Con. Res, 50. Concurrent regolution re-

lating to the succession to the Presidency of
the United States.

The message also announced that the
Senate agrees to the report of the com-
mittee of conference on the disagreeing
votes of the two Houses on the amend-
ments of the Senate to the joint resolu-
tion (H. J. Res. 301) entitled “An act to
amend Public Law 30 of the Seventy-
ninth Congress, and for other purposes.”

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

Mr. ROE of Maryland asked and was
given permission to extend his remarks
in the Recorp and include an article by

. Frank R. Kent appearing in the Balti-

more Sun. 3
PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Mr. RANDOLPH. -Mr. Speaker, yes-
terday afternoon during roll call No. 55
I was necessarily absent from the floor
of the House. Had I been present, I
would have voted “yea.” It is my pur-
pose to support in every possible man-
ner the program of housing facilities for
veterans.

PERMISSION TO ADDRESS THE HOUEE

Mr. HOLIFIELD. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to address the House
for 1 minute, to revise and extend my
remarks, and include an editorial which
appeared in this morning’s paper.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Cali-
fornia?

There was no objection.

[Mr. HorrFieLp addressed the House.
His remarks appear in the Appendix.]

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

Mr. LARCADE asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks in the
Appendix of the Recorp and include an
article from the Washington Evening
Star on the OPA.

Mr. SULLIVAN asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks in the
Appendix of the Recorp and include an
address by Postmaster General Hanne-
gan on the homecoming of Francis Car-
dinal Spellman.

Mr. BAILEY asked and was given per-
mission to extend his remarks in the
Appendix of the Recorp and include a
statement issued by the League for Po-
litical Education of the State of West
Virginia.

Mr. LYLE, Mr. DOMENGEAUX, and
Mr. VURSELL asked and were given per-
mission to extend their own remarks in
the Appendix of the RECORD.

MARCH 15

Mr. MASON asked and was given per-
mission to extend his remarks in the
Appendix of the REcorp on the subject
OPA—A Blessing or a Curse and to in-
clude therein an editorial from the Sat-
urday Evening Post on the same subject.

Mr. PLUMLEY asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks in the
Recorp and include some newspaper
clippings.

Mr. MANASCO asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks in the
Appendix of the ReEcorp and include an
article appearing in the Washington
Evening Star on March 14, 1946, relat-
ing to the care and disposal of Pacific
war-surplus property.

PERMISSION TO ADDRESS THE HOUSE

Mr. FLOOD. Mr, Speaker, I ask unan-
imous consent to address the House for
1 minute and to revise and extend my
remarks.

The SPEAKER. .Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania?

There was no objection.

[Mr. Froop addressed the House. His
remarks appear in the Appendix.]

" COOPERATION OF HOUSE RESTAURANT

ASKED IN WAR-FOOD PROGRAM

Mrs. BOLTON. Mr, Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
my remarks, X

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentlewoman from
Ohio?

There was no objection.

Mrs. BOLTON. Mr. Speaker, we have
been made very aware of the fact that
famine stalks the world, and that we
here in this country should pull in our
belts and eat less, particularly bread.
I am wondering if the Members of this
House will join me in requesting the
House restaurant to be an example of the
frugal use of bread, to ask the manage-
ment to have smaller rolls, to serve only
one roll fo a person, and to be very care-
ful that no one really misuses the priv-
ilege of having a little bread. Too many
people are starving to death abroad te
make jt tolerable for us to be careless,
thoughtless, and selfish here at home.
Is it not our place as the representatives
of the people to show in action that we
represent a people that is ready to cur-
tail its use of essential foods that the
starving may be fed.

NEED FOR DIPLOMATIC REPRESENTATION
IN MOSCOW

Mr. McMILLEN of Illinois. Mr. Speak-
er, I ask unanimous consent to address
the House for 1 minute and to revise and
extend my remarks.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Illi-
nois?

There was no objection.

Mr. McMILLEN of Ilinois. Mr.
Speaker, there has been no time in the
history of our country in its relationship
with Russia when it was more important
to have an Ambassador from this coun-
try in Moscow. Diplomatic relationship
and the ascertainment of facts from this
level have not been available to our
country for want of an Ambassador
since the resignation of ex-Ambassador
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